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PREFACE.

In order that the two volumés on ¢ Protestant Exiles from France in the reign of Louis
XIV.,” may be serviceable to historical and genealogical students, it is necessary to provide
this Index-Volume. The author takes the opportunity of introducing new memoirs, and
illustrative documents and notes-—especially memoirs of refugees in former reigns (fugitives
from the Duke of Alva, the St Bartholomew Massacre, &c.), and their descendants. The
surnames in volumes first and second are re-produced in a careful analysis of the whole work.
Additional surnames, admitted in conformity with the plan of volume third, are incorporated
in the Analysis, and the Alphabetical Tables refer to the pages in volume third. The original
work has thus been zealously supplemented, annotated, and corrected, so that the possessors
- of volumes first and second have in this Index-Volume all the advantages of a new and
~ improved edition, without the disadvantage of their former purchase becoming reduced in
pecuniary value. It is impossible that the author éa.n reprint the original work. For the
sake of new purchasers, therefore, the third volume must be complete in itself. And,.
accordingly, some repetitions will be observed, which the possessors of volumes first and
second are requested to excuse.

A large number of the books and documents quoted in this work can be consulted in the

library of the English Presbyterian College, Queen Square House, Guildford Street, London.
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ANALYSIS OF VOLUME FIRST,

WITH NOTES AND DOCUMENTS.

Digtorical Jncroduction.

CONSISTING OF TEN SECTIONS (Vol. I, pages 1 to 81).

SECT1ON. L, (pages 1 to 8). —17%3 Persecution which drﬂw the Protestants from France and is
causes. 1 need give no summary of the historical statements down to the date of the massacre
of the Huguenots (or French Protestants) by the Romanists, by order of King Charles 1X.,,
on St. Bartholomew's day 1572. But I insert an abrldgement of the remainder of Section 1.

In order to understand the justification of civil war in France at this period, we must con-
sider some points of difference from our views of law and loyalty, belonging to the very
constitutions of ancient government as compared with more modern monarchy and executive
authority. After considering that the St Bartholomew massacre made personal self-defence a
Huguenot’s only protection, the reader must picture a French Protestant congregation,
forbidden to carry any arms, yet surrounded by Roman Catholics, armed with weapons which
a raging priesthood stirs them up to use against the unarmed worshippers, the law not
visiting such murderous assaults with any punishment. It must also be realised that it was
consistent with loyalty for a noble to have a fortress over which the king had no active
- jurtsdiction, and fm' a tuwn such as La Rochelle to be equally mdependent of the sovereign.
Such a town, by feudal right, was as effectual a sanctuary against the king’s emissaries as any
. e_cclesmstmal bullding. It was as lawless for the kmg to go to war with the town, as for the
- town to send an invading army against Paris, The independent rulers of a fort or walled
town had some duties to their own dependents, to which even the king’s claims must be post-
poned. The supreme authorityof a king over all towns and castles was a state of things which
in theory the King of France might wish : but it was not the constitution of France ; and
therefore such coveting was a species of radicalism on his part.

"The inhabitants of L.a Rochelle owed to their independence their escape from the St. Bar-
tholomew massacre. The Queen of Navarre, though decoyed to Paris, escaped by the visita-
tion of God, who removed her * from the evil to come,” a.nd to the heavenly country, about
‘two months before. A very great Huguenot soldier, secnnd to none but Coligny, survived
the massacre, namely, Francois, Seigneur de la Noue. This “ Francis with the Iron Arm”
had been Governor of La Rochelle. He was at Mons at the date of the massacre, but was
spared, and graciously received by the king., Assuming that he would recant in return for his
life, the Court sent him to La Rochelle to see if the citizens, on their liberty of conscience
being promised, would surrender to royal authority. La Nnue, as an envoy, was coldly re-
ceived. Finding the citizens firm and courageous, he again accepted the chief command in
the Protestant interest, and the Royalist bestegers withdrew 1n the summer of 1573. -

An edict, dated 1 1th August 1573, conceded to the Huguenots liberty of domestic worship
and the public exercise of their religion iIn La Rochelle, Montauban, and Nismes. The

A |



2 | - FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

Government relieved its feelings of chagrin at such concessions by inventing, as the one legal
designation of French Protestantism for all time coming, the contemptuous title, ““ La Religion
Pretendiie Reformée ” (the pretended reformed religion), or “ La R.P.R.” '

Henry I11. succeeded Charles IX.in 1574, but his reign must here be passed over. When
he was assassinated in the camp near Pans in 1589, the Protestants under King Henry of
Navarre were in his army, taking the loyal side against the rebellious Roman Catholic League.
. The Papists continued the rebellion, with a view to displace Henry of Navarre from the
throne of France, which was his rightful inheritance; and thus the Protestants, being evidently
loyal still, require no apologist. |

" 1t is alleged, however, that by now becoming a party to a treaty with the king of the
country, the Protestant Church of France assumed an imperial position which no civilised
empire can tolerate, and that, therefore, the suppression of that Church by Louis X1V, though
executed with indefensible cruelty, was the dictate of political necessity.

The reply to this allegation is, that this treaty was only the re-enactment and further
extension of a peculiar method of tolerating Protestants, devised by the kings of France as
the only plan to evade the necessity of being intolerant, which the coronation oath made
them swear to be. The pléa that Protestants, as religionists, were not implicitly subject
to the King, but were to be negotiated with like a foreign power, was the only apology for
tolerating them, consistent even with the modified oath sworn by Henry IV.—¢I will
endeavour, to the utmost of my power, and in good faith, to drive out of my junsdiction and
from the lands under my sway all heretics denounced by the Church” of Rome. As to this
political treaty with the Huguenots in its first shape, Professor Anderson® remarks,
‘ Instead of religious toleration being secured to them by a powerfully administered law,
their protection was left in their own hands, . . . as if there was something in their
creed which must for ever render them incapable of amalgamating with other Frenchmen.” .

Royalty, which planned the treaty, was at least as guilty as the Protestant Church, which
entered into the plan. If persecution and extinction were the righteous wages of the
transaction, the humbler accomplice was not the only party that had earned them. The only
crime was consent to a royal programme, to which the successors of Henri IV. made themselves
parties by deliberate and repeated declarations. The treaty to which we allude is the
celebrated Edict of Nantes, dated 1598, as a pledge of the observance of which the Protestant
Church received several towns, with garrisons and ammunition, to be held and defended by
their own party in independent feudal style, - SR

That this was a political eye-sore in a statesman-like view, is now acknowledged. But that it
was the last chance for religious peace and tolerance in France, cannot be denied on the -other
hand. And to say that it was the cause of the Great Persecution would be a historical blunder.

The bigotry of the Roman Catholics was the cause. Iirthe provinces persecution was
perpetual. Illegal treatment of individuals and congregations of the Protestant party was rarely
punished ; while the local magistrate,.instead of a protector, was often'a leading persecutor.
Through priestly instigation and intimidation, the atmosphere of France was heated with
uncontrollable and unextinguishable malignity against the Protestants, who gained nothing by
fighting with truce-breakers.

It was in the reign of Henri’s son, Louis XIII., that fighting in defence of edictal rights
came to an end. The majority of the Protestants grew weary of fruitless battles and sieges.
Being always conscientiously loyal, they began to wish to make an ostentation of their loyalty,
and to rely upon that for fair and paternal treatment from their King and his Cabinet.
Undoubtedly, the King’s animus was against the feudalism as well as the Protestantism of the
cautionary towns. The former was their special offensiveness to the powerful Prime Minister
of France, Cardinal Richelieu. | *

* Introductory Essay by William Anderson, Professor in the Andersonian University, Glasgow (1852),
prefixed to his translation of *‘ Jean Migault; or the Trials of a French Protestant Family during the period, of
the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes.” - ~

i
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‘Another argument against Protestants resorting to civil war, was that political malcontents,
bigots of the Roman Catholic creed, often joined their ranks, and gave a bad colour to their
designs. Such a malcontent made advances to them in 1615—viz., the Prince of Condé, who
induced the justly-honoured Protestant Henr, Duc de Rohan, to take the field. But their
greatest and best counsellor, the sainted Du Plessis Mornay, entreated his fellow-Protestants
to keep back. He said, “ The Court will set on foot a negotiation, which will be carried on
till the Prince has gained his own ends, when he will leave our churches in the lurch and
saddled with all the odium.” Such actually was the result. (Histoire des Protestants, par De
Félice, p. 294, 242 edit) -

If the fall of La Rochelle and the other cautionary towns has been ascribed to the luke-
warmness of the Huguenots themselves, it may, with at least equal reason, be inferred that
there was a principle in their inaction. To exchange the appearance of feudal defiance for
statutory subjection to their King was a lawful suggestion and experiment. - Accordingly, not
only did the majority of the Protestants stay at home, but ‘many of them served in the royal
armies, And after the pacification of 1629, they rested all their hopes of religious liberty
upon that monarch's satisfaction with their complete subjection to royal jurisdiction, and
with the very strong loyalty of their principles and manifestoes. During the minonty of
Louis XIV,, their fidelity and good services were acknowledged by the Premier of France,
Cardinal Mazarin, under whose administration they enjoyed much tranquility, and by whose
recommendation they filled many important offices in the financial department of his Majestys
Government.

Any right or privilege rendering the Edict of Nantes theoretically dangerous, as inconsistent
with regal domination, had no being after 1629. The monarch who carried out the great and
terrible persecution of the seventeenth century had no such materials Wherewith to fabricate a
political justification. .

The kingdom of France was not devoted to the Pope; and the liberties, which its Govern- *
ment maintained in opposition to Papal ambition, might have made the King and his ministers
sympathise with the Huguenots m their love of toleration. Unfortunately, however, the very
fact that French royalty could not please the Pope 1n some things, made it all the more willing
to please him in other things. And the persecution of the Protestants was the one thing which
the Pope clamorously asked and promptly received as an atonement for all insubordination.
This violence pleased not only the Pope, but also the father-confessors, whose powers of
absolution were in great demand with a dissolute King and Court. Any apologies for this
persecution, alleging that the Roman Catholic authorities had other motives than sheer bigotry
or brutality, are either untruthful harangues, or mere exercises of ingenuity, dealing not with
things but with'phrases. | ‘ _
| The climax was the revocation of the Edict of Nantes—that is, the repeal of the law or
treaty made by Henri IV.-—a repeal which left Louis XIV. under the dominion of the fearful
clause of his coronation-oath on the extermination of heretics. Unqualified and exaggerated
loyalty, without the menacing safeguards of a treaty, was thus no defence to the Protestants.
The privileges of the edict had, during many years, been revoked one by one, first by explaining
away the meaning of the phrases and clauses of that legal document, but latterly without any
reason, and by the mere declaration of the King's pleasure. “I am above the edict,” said
Louis XIV. So the “revocation” in 1685 was merely the destruction of the surviving sealing-
wax, ink, and-parchment. Four years before, the province of Poictou had been the scene of
the first experiment of employing dragoons as missionaries. The Marquis de Louvois, having
dragoons under him, and being anxious to regain his former ascendency over Louis, was eager
“to mix the soldiers up” with the work of converting heretics, Their intervention was not
only a contrnibution of physical force, but had also a legal effect; becanse resistance to his
Majesty’s troops was seditious. Before the introduction of the “ booted missionaries,” con-
versions had not made any perceptible change in the statistics of ProtestantiSm. In 1676
Locke, who resided fourteen months in Montpellier, made the following entry in his diary :—
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“ They tell me the number of Protestants within the last twenty or thirty years has mamifestly

increased here, and does daily, notwithstanding their loss every day of some privilege or

other.” The dragoons changed this to a great extent.in 1681. At that date refugees In Con-_
siderable numbers came to England, of whose reception [ shall speak in a subsequent Section,

In 1685 the dragoons bore down with ten-fold violence upon the Protestants of France,
stupefied by the tale or the memory of the former brutalities of the troopers, and deluded into

a life of unguarded and unvigilant security by the lying promise of toleration, embodied in

the Edict of .Revocation. Every Huguenot, who desired to continue peaceably at his trade

or worldly calling, was forced to declare himself a proselyte to the Rogish religion, or an in-

quirer with a view to such conversion. In the eye of the law they all were converts from

Protestantism, and were styled New Converts, or New Catholics.

Bishop Burnet mentions the promise contained in the Edict of Revocation that “ though
‘all the public exercises of the religion were now suppressed, yet those of that persuasion who
lived quietly should not be disturbed on that account.” But how was that promise kept?
““ Not only the dragoons, but all the clergy and the bigots of France broke out mto all the
instances of rage and fury against such as did not change, upon their being required in the
king’s name to be of his rehigion (for that was the style everywhere). . . . . I sawand
knew so many instances of their injustice and violence, that it exceeded what even could have
been imagined; for all men set their thoughts on work to invent new methods of crueity, In
all the towns through which I passed, I heard the most dismal account of those things possible.
c e One in the streets could have known the new converts, as they were passing by
them, by a cloudy dejection that appeared in their looks and deportment. Such as endea-
voured to make their escape, and were seized (for guards and secret agents were spread along the
whole roads and frontier of France), were, if men, condemned to the galleys; and, if women,
to monasteries. 'To complete this cruelty, orders were given that such of the new converts as
did not at their death receive the sacrament, should be denied burial, and that their bodies
should ‘be left where other dead carcases were cast out, to be devoured by wolves or dogs.
This was executed in several places with the utmost barbarity; and it gave all people so much
horror that it was let drop.” |

British Christians heard the tidings with tears and forebodings. John Evelyn, in his Diary,
under date 3d Nov. notes, “ The French persecution of the Protestants, raging with the
utmost barbarity, exceeded even what the very heathens used. . . . I was shewn the
harangue which the Bishop of Valentia-on-Rhone made in the name of the clergy, celebrating
the French king as if he was a god for persecuting the poor Protestants, with this expression
in it, * That as his victory over heresy was greater than all the conquests of Alexander and
Cacsar, it was but what was wished 1n England ; and that God seemed to raise the French
king to this power and magnanimous action, that he might be in capacity to assist in doing the
same there.’ This paragraph is very bold and remarkable.” | |

A few sentences in Lady Russell's Letters give an affecting view of those times, for instance:

1524 Jan., 1686,.—“ The accounts from France are more and more astonishing; the per-
fecting the work is vigorously pursued, and by this time completed, 'tis thought, all, without
exception, having a day given them. . . . ’'Tis enough to sink the strongest heart to read
the accounts sent over. How the children are torn from their mothers and sent into monas-
 teries, their mothers to another, the husband to prison or the galleys.”

Happily, three hundred thousand found refuge in England, in America, in Holland, in
Switzerland, in Brandenburg, in Denmark, Sweden, and Russia. These (including the fugitives
of 1681 and some others) are the famous French Refugees.*

" * Competent scholars have averred that many clever essayists and writers of smart political articles are igno-
rant of history; their friends must furnish them with facts, and their undertaking is to clothe the facts in words.
It is not their business to ascertain whether the ‘* facts” are, or are not, correctly stated. Hence we occasionally
meet with ludicrous paragraphs, such as the following, which might be introduced into an Examination Paper,
tuo be corrected by studicus youth :— ’

‘ The Huguenots were long a persecuted body in France, When they were many and strong, they strove
o regain their rights by the sword; when they were few and. weak, by secret and patient machination. Thus
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NOTE. .

The eloquence of the Rev. Robert Hall found a stirring theme in the Révocation -Edict.
Although the points on which he fixed were almost the same on each of the two occasions
on which he alluded to 1t, both passages are worthy of quotation:—

“ The Gallican Church, no doubt, looked upon-it as a signal triumph, when she prevailed on
Louts the Fourteenth to repeal the edict of Nantes, and to suppress the protestant religion.
But what was the consequence ? Where shall we look, after this period, for her Fenelons and her
Pascals, where for the distinguished monuments of piety and learning which were the glory of
her better days? As for piety, she perceived she had no occasion for it, when there was no
lustre of christian holiness surrounding her; nor for learning, when she had no longer any op-
ponents to confute, or any controversies to maintain. She felt herself at liberty to become as
ignorant, as secular, and as irreligious as she pleased ; and, amidst the silence and darkness
she had created around her, she drew the curtains and retired to rest. The accession of num-
bers she gained by suppressing her opponents was like the small extension of length a hody
acquires by death; the feeble remains of life were extinguished, and she lay a putnid corpse, 2
pubhc nuisance, ﬁlhng the air with pestllentlal exhalations.”—(Hall's Works, 12mo, vol.

5 P- 284,

“ Tt w111)nat be thought a digression from the present subject [Toleration], to remark the
consequences which followed in France from the repeal of the edict of Nantes. By that event
France deprived herself of a million of her most industrious subjects, who carried ther industry,
their arts, and their riches into other countries. The loss which her trade and manufactures
sustained by this event was, no doubt, prodigious. But it is not in that view my subject leads
me to consider the 11l consequences of that step. She lost a people whose simple frugal man-
ners and whose conscientious piety were well adapted to stem the growing corruption of the
times, while the zeal and piety of their pastors were a continual stimulus to awaken the exer-
tions of her national clergy. If France had never had her Saunns, her Claudes, her Du
Plessis Mornays, her national church had never boasted the genius of Bossuet and the virtues
of Fenelon. From the fatal moment she put a period to the toleration of the protestants, the
corruptions of the clergy, the abuses of the Church, the impiety of the people, met with no
_check, till infidelity of the worst sort pervaded and ruined the nation. When the remote as
well as immediate effects of that edict, which suppressed the protestants are taken into the ac-
count; when we consider the careless security and growing corruption which hung over the
Gallican Church in consequence of it; 1t will not be thought too much to affirm, that to that
measure may be traced the destruction of the monarchy and the ruin of the nation.”—(Hall’s

- Works, 12mo, vol. vi., p. 378).

SectioN 1L, (pages 8 to 11). The Refugees in the Reipns of Edward VI, Elisabelh, and
James I, and their Chyrches. 'This Section, containing historical notes, begms with an ex-
planatmn that memoirs of refugees before the reign of Louis XIV. did not come within the
scope of my two volumes. In this new volume, however, Memoirs of Refugees in former
.reigns will be found as a supplementary sectmn fullumng the Analysis of the Historical
Introduction. -

The reign of Edward VI. witnessed the founding of Churches- for Protestant Refugees.
John a Lasco, (page 9} a refugee Polish nobleman and pastor at Embden in East Friesland,

they were whilst excluded ; they ceased to be so when restored to their natural station and function as citizens.
They were twice excluded "and tmce restored, and at each trial the result was the same; until finally a just and
healing policy gave to their great men, to their Condé, Catinat, and Turenne, the pnvllege of employing their
talents for their country’s glory, and, in part, repaired the mischiefs which the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes
had caused her by dooming her pmtestant subjects, soldiers, artisans, and statesmen to exile, or to disgust and
alienation at home,”—A plain stalement in support of the Political Claims of the Koman Caﬁ&afsﬁ, in a Letter to
the Rev, Sir George Lee, Bart., by Lord Nugent, M.P. for Aylesbury (London 1826), page 56.
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APPuv v v . o.ament in 1648 for a charter for a church, and was encouraged by Arch-
bishop Crannfer, the- Duke of Somerset, and Secretary Cecil. Bishop Latimer supported his
cause in a sermon before the king. Many French refugees came over in 1 549, whose case
was represented In a memorial signed by Bucer, Martyr, Alexander, and Fagius. In 1550 a
royal charter granted to a Lasco a Refugees’ Church in London, since known as the Dutch
Church .in Austin Friars; at the end of the year the chapel of St. Anthony in Threadneedle
Street (page 10) was granted for worship in the French language for Huguenots (Protestants
from France Proper) and Walloons (Refugees from French Flanders). The first French minis-
ters were Frangois de la Rividre and Richard Frangois (page 9). The death of Edward VI.
dispersed these congregations.

Protestant rule returning with Queen FElizabeth, the charters were restored, and Grindal,
Bishop of LLondon, became the superintendent of the Churches. Under the patronage
of Parker, Archbishop-of Canterbury, the celebrated refugee congregation, assembling in
the Crypt of Canterbury Cathedral, was founded (page 10). Thousands of refugees came
over in this reign, especially from French Flanders in 1567 and 1568, from ¥Irance in
1572, after the Massacre, and in 1585. In the Pope’s (Pius V.) Bull of 15%0, the
Protestant Refugees were characterized as ommnium infestissimi, but were defended by Bishop

Jewel (page 10).

NOTES.

As to the planting of French Churches throughout England, I refer to two books, Burn’s
History of Foreign Protestant Refugees, and Smiles’s Huguenots.* For the purpose of anno-
tating this volume I have ransacked Strype’s numerous folios, and have been much indebted
to them. Strype’s best documentary information is from the papers of Queen Elizabeth’s
great minister, Sir William Cecil, known as Mr Secretary Cecil, after 1570 as Lord Burghley,
and after 1572 as the Lord High Treasurer of England.

In 1562 the Queen was prevailed upon to send succour to the French Protestants. - Sir
Nicholas Throgmorton had interviews in France with Theodore Beza and conveyed to Cecil
a letter from that famous divine, dated at Caen 16 March 1562, (signed) T. de Belze. This
letter is printed in Strype’s Annals of Queen Elzabeth, Second Appendix, B., Vol. 1.

In 1567 a Secret League was concocted among the Popish Potentates for the partition of
Europe among rulers attached to the Church of Rome (Mary, Queen of Séots, to receive_&:g
English crown), and for the extirpation of Protestantism—the eleventh Article was to -
effect, “ Every man shall be commanded and holden to go to mass, and that on pamn of.
excommunication, correction of the body, or death, or (at the least) loss of goods, which goods
shall be parted and distributed amongst the principal lieutenants and captains (Annals of
Q. Eliz,, 1. 538). In 1568 there was a great influx of refugees and an extensive founding of
settlements for them throughout England.  Strype assures us (Z%2. p. 555), “ This year fiesh,
fish, wheat and other provisions bore a very cheap price ; and that which gave a greater re-
mark to this favourable providence of God to the nation was, that this happened contrary to
all men’s expectations; for all had feared, but & little before, a great dearth. This was
esteemed such considerable news in England that Parkhurst, Bishop of Norwich, in his cor-
respondence with the divines of Helvetia, wrote it to Gualter his friend, one of the chief
ministers of Zurich, and added that he was persuaded, and so were others, that this blessing
from God happened by reason of the godly exiles, who were hither fled for their religion, and
here kindly harboured ; whereby, in their strait circumstances, they might provide at a cheaper

* In the preface to oy second edition I did not mention Mr Smiles’s compendious volume, becduse that
popular author was not a predecessor. My first edition haying appeared in 1866 ard his work in 1867, How-
ever, in that preface 1 declared my obligations to printed books, and in the pages of my second edition, where I
was indebted to Sméles's Huguenols, 1 made a distinct note of the debt. As his interesting compilatien embraces
all the centuries of French Protestantism, I shall be a little more indebted to it in this volume on account of the
memoirs of refugees before the reign of Louis X1V., and specially to the third edition published in 1870,
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rate for themselves and their families.” Strype complains of a mixture of Anabaptists, and
disorderly and criminal people among those refugees, but adds, “ many (it must be acknow-
ledged) were very pious and sober, and some very learned too. Of their wants this year
compassion was had among the bishops ; and I find Bishop Jewel, May 3, sending up to the
Archbishop three pounds six and eightpence, for the use of the poor exiles, for his part.”
Influenced by the allegation (already alluded to)} unfavourable to the religion and morals
of some refugees, the Government made a numerical and religious census of foreign residents.
Strype prints (supplement to Annals, vol. iv.,, No. 1) the Lord Mayor's return of * Strangers in
London, anno 1568 "—beginning with these words :— As to the number of strangers as well
within the city of London as in certain other hiberties and exempt jurisdictions adjoining nigh
unto the same, both of men, women, and children of every nation, as well denisons as not
denisons, with their names, surnarhes, and occupations-——and what Houses be pestered with
greater number of strangers than hath of late been accustomed—and to whom they pay their
rents for thesame, and how many of them do resort to any of the strangers’ churches.” The
number of strangers (including 88 Scots) was 6704, of whom 880 were naturalized, 1815 were
of the English Church, and 1008 “of no church.” The Dutch formed an overwhelming
majority, their number being 5225 ; the French numbered 1119, (the other continental nations
being all represented by 271 only). 1910 were of the Dutch Church, 1810 of the French
Church, and 161 of the Itahan Church. |
In 1572, the year of the St Bartholomew massacre, Sir Francis Walsingham was Queen
Elizabeth’s Ambassador at Paris; his house was respected, and permitted to be a sanctuary
for fugitive foreigners, which favour he formally acknowledged, at the same time requesting an
“official communication of “ the very truth” regarding the massacre. The massacre Walsing-
ham called “ this last tumult” and “the late execution here”; Catherine De Medicis . the.
Queen-Mother's phrase was ““ the late accidents here.” Some garbled narratives were com-
municated during August ; and on the 15t September King Charles IX. sent for the Ambassa-
dor and conversed with him. The French Court wished it to be believed (as appears by
Walsingham’s despatch of Sept. 13) that the French Protestants having been detected in a
secret conspiracy, the massacre had been designed to remove the ringleaders ; but now, the
heads being taken away, the meaner sort should enjoy (by virtue of the edicts) both lives and
goods and liberty of their consciences.” ¢ The very truth” was first heard in England from
the mouths of the refugees ; our Queen rebuked the French Ambassador, La Motte, for his
self-contradictory tales, in the most solemn strain. In December her Majesty had an oppor-
tunity, which she vigorously employed, to rebuke King Charles IX. himself ¢ for that great
slaughter made in France of noblemen and gentlemen, unconvicted and untried, so suddenly,
it was said, at his congmand,” declaring her conviction founded on evidence that “ the rigour
was used only against them of the Rehgion Reformed, whether they were of any conspiracy
or no."—(Strype's Annals, vol. ii,, p. 167) And in reply to his request that refugees might be
discouraged from settling in England,-our Queen instructed the Earl of Worcester, when in
_ Paris, to say to the King, “ that she did not understand of any rebellion that the refugees were
ever privy to, and that she could perceive nothing but that they were well affected to their
Prince. But when such common murdering and slaughter was made, throughout France, of
those who professed the same religion, it was natural for every man to flee for his-own defence,
and for the safety of his ife. It was the privilege of all realms to receive such woeful and
miserable persons, ag did flee to this realm only for defence of their lives. As for their return
‘to France, the chiefest of them had been spoken to, and they made their answer, that the
same rage of their enemies, which made them first to flee hither, did still continue the cause
of their tarrying here, &c.” Strype adds, “ The better sort of the Queen’s subjects were very
kind unto these poor Protestants, and glad to see them retired untd more safety in this
country ; but another sort’(divers of the common people and rabble, too many of them)
behaved themselves otherwise towards these afflicted strangers, and would call them by no
other denomination but Frenck dogs. This a French ‘author, sometime afterward, took notice

L]
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of in print, to the disparagement of the English nation. But George Abbot, D.D., (afterwards ‘,
Archbishop of Canterbury) in one of his morning lectures [on Jonah] preached at Oxford,
vindicating our kingdom from a charge that lay only upon some of the meaner and worse sort,
said, ¢ Those that were wise and godly used those aliens as brethren, considering their distresses
with a lively fellow-feeling ; holding it an unspeakable blessedness that this little island of ours
should not only be a temple to serve God in for ourselves, but an harbour for the weather-
beaten, a sanctuary to the stranger, wherein he might truly honour the Lord—remembering
the precise charge which God gave to the Israelites, to deal well with all strangers, because the
time once was when themselves were strangers in that cruel land of Egypt—and not forgetting
that other nations, to-their immortal praise, were a refuge to the English in their last bloody
persecution in Queen Mary’s days.’” * :
The most remarkable proof which Queen Elizabeth gave, of the solemn impression made
upon her spirit by the St. Bartholomew massacre, was her order to the Archbishop of Canter-
bury to prepare special forms of prayer and to issue them by her royal authority. Accordingly
on 27th October 1572, four prayers were published and appointed to be used in churches.
(see Strype’s * Life of Archbishop Parker,” page 3 58). The first was a prayer for Repentance
and Mercy ; the second, a prayer to be delivered from our enemies, taken out of the Psalms.
‘The third was a prayer and thanksgiving in behalf of the Queen, for her own and her people’s
preservation “from all deceits and violences of our enemies, and from all other dangers and
evils, both bodily and ghostly.” The fourth was entitled, 4 Prayer for the Persecuted and
Lersecutors — '

“ O Lord our God and Heavenly Father, look down, we beseech thee, with thy fatherly and
merciful countenance upon us thy people and poor humble servantg and upon all such Chrns-
tians as are anywhere persecuted and sore afflicted for the true acknowledging of thee to be our
God, and thy Son Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent, to be the only Saviour of the world.
Save them, O mierciful Lord, who are as sheep appointed to the slaughter, and by hearty
prayers do call and cry unto thee for thy help and defence. Hear their cry, O Lord, and our
prayers for them and for ourselves. Deliver those that be oppressed; defend those that be
in fear of cruelty; relieve them that be in misery, and comfort all that be in sorrow and
heaviness, that by thy aid and strength, they and we may obtain surety from our enemies,
without shedding of Christian and innocent blood. And for that, O Lord, thou hast com-
manded us to pray for our enemies, we do beseech thee, not only to abate thewr pride and to
stay the ‘crueity and fury of such as, either of malice or ignorance, do persecute. them which
put their trust in thee, and hate us, but also to mollify their hard hearts, to open their blind
eyes, and to enlighten their ignorant minds, that they may see and understand, and truly turn
unto thee, and embrace that holy Word, and unfeignedly be converted unto thy Son Jesus
Christ the only Saviour of the world, and believe and love his Gospel, and so eternally be
saved. Finally, we beseech thee, that all Christian realms, and especially this realm of Eng-
land, may, by thy defence and protection, enjoy perfect peace, quietness and secunty, and all
that desire to be called and accounted Christians, may answer in deed and life unto so good
and godly a name, and jomtly, all together, in one godly concord and unity, and with one

* The family-likeness between English Refugees on the Continent and French Refugees in England appears
in the following paragraph from the Life of Bernard Gilpin, chap. 3:—I554. While he stayed in the Low
Countries, he was greatly affected by the melancholy sight of crowds of his dejected countrymen arriving daily
in'those parts, from the bloody scene then acting in England, These unhappy exiles, however, soon recovered
thei¥ spirits, and, dispersing into various towns, cheerfully applied themselves, each as his profession led, to gain
an honest livelihood. The meaner sort exercised their crafts ; the learned taught schools, read lectures, and
corrected presses—at Basil particularly, where the ingenious Operinus was then carrying printing to great per--
fection. Their commendable endeavours, to make themselves not quite a burden to those who entertained them,
were suitably rewarded. The several towns of Germany and Holland, finding their advantage in-these stra .
showed them all imaginable civility ; many private persons likewise contributed to their- aid ; but, above-all
others, the generous Duke of Wirtemberg distinguished himself in their favour : his bounty to the English at
Strashurg and Frankfort should never pass unremembered, where these things are mentoned.”—(Geipin’s Life,.
Collins’ edition, page 102.) * ..




&

. ANALYSIS OF VOLUME FIRST. _— 5

consonant heart and mind, may render unto thee all laud and praise continually, magnifying
thy glorious name, who with thy Son our Saviour Jesus Christ, and the Holy Ghost, art one
eternal, almighty, and most merciful God, to whom be -all laud and praise, world without
end. Amen”

Lord Burghley took a deep interest in the Refugees. Among his papers was found the

following memorandum, which I copy in modernized spelling (see “ Strype’s Annals, vol. iv.,
Supplement No. 47). | .
- “Upon the massacre at Paris, Protestants fly into England, whereof a brief account was
sent up of those that fled to Rye from Rouen and Dieppe. Soon after that massacre came
over from Rouen and Dieppe to Rye 641 persons, men, women, and children—families 85.
They came over at several times in the months of August and September, and some few in
" October ; but some few came over in August somewhat before the massacre. Besides in the
beginning of November, the 4th, 7th, and gth days, 58 persons more, most of them for re-
ligion; several, Monsieur Le Vidame of Chartres’s servants. The view was taken of these
French and other strangers, within the town of Rye by the appointment of Henry Seymer,
Mayor of that town, and the jurats there. John Donning, Custos of Rye, sent up the
catalogue, Nov. the 22nd, to the Lord Treasurer, according to order sent to him. ‘In this
catalogue are the names of divers entitled ministers, clerks, schoolmasters; many merchants,
marmers and of all trades, and some gentlemen, with their children, wives and servants.”

Lord Burghley was the principal proprietor of the town of Stamford, and through his enhight-
ened patronage,* a colony was founded there this year, to consist of ¢ estraungers beinge for
conscience sake, and for the trewe and mere Religion of Christe Jhesu, fledde into her Grace’s
Reaulme, and willinge to go to Stanford, and theire to keep theyre Residence.” Their spokes-
men were Jsbrand Balkins, their minister, and Casper Vosbergins, the colony consisted of manu-
facturers, silk-weavers, hatters, cutlers, dyers, and other industrial people. Strype in 1711 says,
“This Walloon congregation and manufacture continued a great while in Stamford, but now is
in effect vanished. In the Hall, where they used to meet for their business, the town feasts
are now kept; the place where they exercised their religion is not known. Yet their last
minister, a long-lived man, was known to many now alive,” (Strype’s “ Life of- Parker,” page
367, and Appendix Nos. 72 and 73).

The date of the horrible “ sacking of Antwerp” was the beginning of November 1 576,
The Spaniards stripped all merchants, native and foreign, and massacred Walloons indiscrimin-
ately. And simultaneously the French king increased his rigour against the Huguenots; and
at the same time “prohibition was made that no Frenchman should be suffered to fly into Eng-
land,” according to information sent to the Earl of Sussex, by his brother, the Hon. Henry
Radclyff, from Portsmouth January rsth, 1576 [P-15%74, new stvle].  This information, which
contains information as to the watching of the French coast in order to Intercept fugitives, is
printed in Strype’s Annals of Elizabeth, vol. ii., page 406.

During all these years until 1588 plots were hatching for the overthrow of Protestant
England and the dethronement of Elizabeth. The year 1588 1s the date of the destruction of
the Spanish Armada. The danger and deliverance belonged equally to all Protestants in the
island,-whether natives or strangers. It 1s therefore disappointing to find that some members

¥ Out of gratitude to the English Government, a Huguenot Refugee named Bertrand, Seigneur de La Tour,
gave information {dated at Spaa, near Aix-la-Chapelle, 11th Aug. 1573) of a Foreign Conspiracy against Queen
Elizabeth, It was forwarded to Lord Burghley by Sir William Bromfield, an officer of Her Majesty’s Guards, to
whom the communication had been made in presence of Stephen Bochart, Seigneur Du Menillet. The Seigneur
de La Tour described himself as one ' bound on many accounts to the most illustrious Queen of the English, on
account of her hospitality shewn to all the refugees from France for the Word of (rod, and esteeming the benefits
conferred by Her Majesty upon all the brethren professing the same religion, to be common to him and to all the
French exiles in Germany orin any other part of the world,” [devinctus multis nominibus iflustrissimae Reginge
Anglorum propter hospitalitatem exhibitam omnibus profugis, ex Gallid propter Verbum Dei, existimans bene-
ficta a sué Majestate collata omnibus Fratribus eandem religionem profitentibus, sibi et omnibus Exulibus Gallis,
in Germania, sive in quicunque Orbis parte, esse communia). For the latin original, see Strype’s Life of Parker,
Appendix, No. 91; for an abstract in English, see his Annals of Elizabeth, vol. ii., page 254.

B
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of parliament should at such an era speak against the liberties of the refugees. Yet a fraternal
feeling may have contributed to the excellence of the oratory on the side of hospitahity and
equity. ‘The English shopkeepers were willing to allow the foreign refugees to manufacture
goods and to supply them wholesale ; but they were bent upon shutting up the retail-shops of
all foreigners. |

The Burghley Papers (see Strype, vol. iii., page 543, and Appendix, No. 59) preserve the
substance of a speech on the right side of the question, which (as the wrong side at other fimes
has produced so much discreditable literature), I copy in full, premising that the honourable
member to whom it was a reply had just finished his contribution t¢ the debate by affirming
the maxim, that we obey every precept of charity by a patriotic and exclusive affection to our
own fellow countrymen [Omnés omnium charitates una patria complexa est].

A Speeck in Parliament, anno 1588, upon a Bill against Strangers and Aliens Selling Wares
by Retazl. 'This Bill, as I conceive, offereth to the consideration of this honourable House a
controversy between the natural born subject of this realm, and a stranger inhabiting among
us. Surely, before I proceed any further, I find myself doubly affected and doubly distracted.
For, on the one side, the very name of my country and nation is so pleasant in mine ears and
so delightful in my heart, that I am compelled to subscribe unto him who, having rehearsed all
the degrees of conjunction and society, concludeth thus, omnes omnium charitates una Patria
complexa est. Insomuch that in this case, wherein my country is a part, and especially that
part of my country [London] which as it is the head of the body, so ought 1t by me to-be most
honoured and loved, methinks I might needs judge myself to be no competent judge in this
cause. DBut on the other side, in the person of the stranger, I consider the miserable and
afflicted state of these poor exiles, who, together with their countries have lost all (or the
greatest) comforts of this life, and, for want of friends, lie exposed to the wrongs and injuries
of the malicious and ill-affected. The condition of strangers is that they have many harbours
but few friends (multa hospitia, paucos amicos). In these respects I am moved with an extra-
ordinary commiseration of them, and feel in myself a sympathy and fellow-suffering with them.
But in the third place, I look on myself, or rather into myself, and as I am in myself, which
is nothing but as I am intended here to be, which is more than I can be, though no more
than I ought to be, as in the place of a judge. In every cause it is the part of the judge
to hunt after the truth, to thrust affection off, to open the door to reason, and to give
judgment with respect to the matters in hand and without respect of persons (Judicis est
in causis verum sequi, seponere affectum, admittere rationem, ex rebus ipsis non e€x personis
judicare).* | o

And therefore I pray you that I may lay before you my judgment in the matter, as I have
declared my affection to the parties. The bill requireth that it be enacted that no aliens-
born, being neither denizens nor having served as apprentices by the space of seven years,
should sell any wares by retail, :

Because it is required that this be made a law, let us consider how it may stand, firss,
with the grounds and foundations of all laws (which are the laws of mature and the Law of
God), and secondly, with the profit and comniodity of the commonwealth. -

I will not detatn you with mathematical or phijosophical discourses concerning the earth
and man and man’s residence thereon. The whole earth, being but a point in the cenire of
the world, will admit no division of dominions ; punctum est indivisible. Man (as Plato saith)
is no earthly, but a heavenly creature, and therefore hath caput tanguam radicem infixum cely.
The residence or continuence of one nation in one place is not of the law of nature, which
(being. in itself immutable) would admit no transmigration of people or transplantations of
nations. But I will propound unto you two grounds of nature, as more propert to this purpose.
One is that we should give to others the same measure that we would receive from them,
which is the golden rule of justice, and the other is that we ought by all good means to

* The orator seems to have paid his audience the compliment of leaving the Latin quotations untranslated.
. Perhaps the transcriber ought to apologize to his readers for occasionally interpolating a translation,
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strengthen the links of society between man and man (tum artibus, tum opera, tum facultatibus,
devincire hominum inter homines societatem), and that they wrench in sunder the joint society
of mankind who maintain that the cause of a citizen should have that attention which is denied
to the foreigner (qui civium rationem dicunt esse habendam, externorum negant, hi dirimunt

communem humani generis socletatem).
The law of God is next, which in infinite places commendeth unto us the good usage and

entertainment of strangers ; in Deuteronomy, God loveth the stranger, giving him food and
ratment.  Thercfore love ye the stranger. In lLeviticus, Jf a stranger sofourn with you in your
land, ye shall not vex him. But the stranger which dwelleth with you shall be as one of your-
selves, and ye shall love him as yourselves.  For ye were strangers. In Ezekiel, it appeareth
that the land of promise was by God’s appointment allotted as well to the stranger as to the
Israelite ; for they shall part the inkeritance with you in the midst of the tribes of Israel, saith
the text. And the commandment which is given for the observation of the Sabbath forbids
the stranger to labour on that day ; whereby it may well be gathered, that at othdr times it is
lawful for him to exercise his lawful trade or vocation. So that for this point I may well con-
clude with Mr Calvin, who saith that 'tis an inhospitality and ferocity worthy of a savage to
oppress miserable strangers who take refuge in our safeguard (barbaries et immanitas
inhospitalis miseros advenas opprimere qui in fidem nostram confugiunt).

- It hath been confessed that the arguments used against this bill do carry with them a great
show of charity, which (say they) being severed from policy is now no charity, but folly. 1
will answer that if it be a good rule and principle in divinity morals before ceremonies (moralia
sunt anteponenda ceremoniis), it ought much more to be overruled in all consultations, that
things human be postponed for things divine ; (humana sunt postponenda divinis). Therefore
policy without charity is impiety.

But let us consider, how doth this charity overthrow our policy? Forsooth (it is said
generally) by impoverishing the natural subject and enriching the stranger; by nourishing a
scorpion in ourbosoms ; by taking the children’s bread and casting it to dogs; and (more
particularly), first, by multitude of retailers (for the more men exercise one trade, the less is
every one his gain), and secondiy, by the strangers’ policy, which consisteth either in provid-
ing their wares in such sort that they may sell better cheap than the natural subject, or else by
persuading our people that they do so.

To the general accusation—if I should use no other defence but this, that these people
(the denizens I mean, for of them and for them only do I speak) having renounced their
obedience to their natural governor and countries, and having subjected themselves even by
their oaths to the obedience of Her Majesty, to her laws and authority, are now to be
accounted of us, though not natural yet naturalized subjects—though not sprung up from our
root, yet hrmly grafted into our stock and body—though not our children by birth, yet our
brethren by adoption—if (I say) I should use no other defence but this, I doubt not but I, in
the opinion of all or the most part of this honourable house, might clear them of the envious
title of the »7ck strangers, of the odious nanie of the venomous scorpions, and of the uncharitable
term of contemptidle dogs.

But because the strength of the general accusation consisteth in the validity of the par-
ticular objections, I will, by your favour, in a word or two, make answer to them. It cannot
be denied that the number of retailers is somewhat increased by these denizens; but yet not
s0 much, that the burden of them is so insupportable, as is pretended. For by the confession
of their adversaries, they are not in all, denizens and not denizens, in and about the city, of
all manner of retailers, above the number of fifty or thereabouts ; whereofit is probable that the
denizens (whom only my purpose is to maintain) exceed not the number of thirty—who,
being divided into many trades and companies, cannot so much impoverish any one trade or
company 1n the city of London by their number only, as is suggested.

As touching their policy, which consists in drawing of customers to their shops or houses,
either by selling cheap indeed, or else by persuading us that they sell their wares more cheap

-
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than our nation can do, I take it {saving reformation) very easy to be answered. For if the
first be true that they do indeed sell better pennyworths, then we have no cause 10 punish but
to cherish them as good members -of our commonwealth, which by no means can be better
enriched than by keeping down the prices of foreign commodities, and enhancing the value of
our own. Besides, the benefit of cheapness of foreign commodities by so much exceedeth the
benefit of dear prices, by how much the number of buyers of them exceedeth the number. of
sellers, which is infinite. But 1f the second be true, that if s but our error lo believe that they
soll their wares better cheap than our nation doth, then surely I cannot but think 1t very great
injustice to punish them for a fault committed by us.

It hath been further objected unto them in this house, that by their sparing and frugal
living, they have been the better enabled to sell goodpennyworths. It seems we are much
straitened for arguments, when we are driven to accuse them for their virtues.

From the defeat of the bill, in opposition to which the above speech was delivered,
Strype justly infers, “ the hearty love and hospitable spirit which the nation had for these
afflicted people of the same religion with ourselves.” Not only was this bill refused a second
reading, but the same fate happened to another, which proposed that the children of strangers
. should pay strangers’ customs. Thus the late Archbishop Parker's maxim (he died in 157 5) was
still adhered to, ¢ profitable and gentle strangers ought to be welcome and not to be grudged
at” (See Strype’s Life of Parker, p. 139).

It will be observed that all that the refugees sought and obtained was the opportunity of earn-
ing their own livelihood. They suffered none of their people to solicit alms, T hey maintained
their own poor, a. large portion of their congregational funds being devoted to this purpose.
And so grand and resolute was their determination in this matter, that when the convulsions of
2 time of war made theit trade low and their cash little, their London consistory (or vestry, as
the English would have said) actually borrowed money to enable them to maintain thelr
poor. This circumstance came to light when Archbishop Whitgift communicated to the
Pasteur Castel the Queen’s desire that his congregation should contribute to the fund for
raising an English Force to assist King Henry of Navarre, and to defeat the rebellion against
" him as the legitimate King of France. Castel's letter in answer to the Archbishop of Canter-
bury was dated 1gth December 1591 ; (it was in Latin and is printed in the life of Whitgft,
Appendix (No. 13) to book 4th—>Strype also alludes to it in the body of the life, p. 331,
and in annals of Elizabeth, vol. iv. p. 82). This letter states other interesting facts. Their
gentlemen had gone over to France in the hope of being repossessed of their estates. The
ablebodied men had joined King Henry’s army, and their travelling expenses had been paid,
their wives and children being left to the charity of the church. The congregation had also
been always ready to make collections for their brethren in other places, and had responded
to such appeals from Montpellier, Norwich, Antwerp, Ostend, Wesel, Geneva, &-c.

Having failed to put down refugee retailers by Act of Parliament, some Londonefs attempted
to gain this end by threats of rioting. In May 15%3 they surreptitiously issued this warning;
« Doth not the world see that you beastly brutes the Belgians, or rather drunken drones and
faint-hearted Flemings, and you fraudulent Father-Frenchmen, by your cowardly flight from
your own natural countries, have ohandoned the.same into the hands of your proud cowardly
enemies, and have, by a feigned hypocrisy and counterfeit show of religion, placed your-
selves here in a most fertile soil, under a most gracious and merciful prince who hath been
contented, to the great prejudice of her natural subjects, to suffer you to live here in better
case and more freedom than her own people. |

“ Be it known to all Flemings and Frenchmen that it 1s best for them to depart out of the
realm of England between this and the gth of July next; if not, then to take that which fol-
lows. There shall be many a sore stripe. Apprentices will rise to the number of 2336.
And all the Apprentices and Journeymen will down with the Flemings and strangers.”
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Of equal merit with this miserable prose were some verses stuck up upon the wall of the
Dutch Church-yard on Thursday might, 5th May 1593 :—

‘¢ You strangers that inhabit in this land!
Note this same writing, do it understand ;
Conceive it well, for safety of your lives,

. Your goods, your children, and your dearest wives.”
- &c., &c., &c., &c.

By order of the Government, the Lord-Mayor and Aldermen of London quietly arranged
with some merchants and master-tradesmen to act as special constables. And some appren-
tices and servants who were found behaving riotously “ were put into the stocks, carted, and
whipt.”—(See Annals of Elizabetk, vol. iv., pp. 167-8.)

In 1508 the refugees’ patron at court, Lord Burghley, died. Andin the following year we
find the Lord Mayor of London forbidding the strangers, both Dutch and French, to exercise
their trades in the city. But it soon appeared that the Christian hospitality of our Queen and
of the Government had not died. By an order in council, dated Greenwich, 2g9th April 1599,
the Queen required the Lord Mayor to “ forbear to go forward.” The order was signed by
the Archbishop of Canterbury (Whitgift), the Lord Keeper (Egerton), the Lord Admiral (Lord
Howard of Effingham), by Lords North and Buckhurst, by the Controller of the Household
(Sir William Knollys), by the Secretary of State (Sir Robert Cecil, younger son of Lord
Burghley, and heir of his abilities), and by the Chancellor of the Exchequer (Sir John
Fortescue). .

Another petty persecution was similarly stopped in 1601. Sir Noel de Caron memorial-
ized the Queen on behalf of several refugee tradesmen whose cases had been brought up by
informers. Lord Buckhurst, who had succeeded to the office of Lord High Treasurer, wrote
from Sackville House 31st October 1601, directing the Attorney-General (Coke) to quash all

. actions at law against the strangers, the matter being under investigation by the Privy Council.

(The documents described in this and the preceding paragraph are printed 1n Stzypes Annals
of Elizabett, vol. 1v., PpP. 352-3).

Strype gives a quotation from Zambard’s Perambulation of Kent, denouncing “ the inveterate
fierceness and cankered malice of the English nation against foreigners and strangers.,” ILam-
‘bard begins by recalling “ what great tragedies have been stirred in this realm by this our
natural inhospitality and disdain of strangers, both in the time of King John, Henry his son,
King Edward IT., King Henry VL, and in the days of later memory.” He then declares his
hope,  whatsoever note of infamy we have heretofore contracted among foreign writers by
this our ferocity against aliens, that now at the last, having the light of the Gospel before our
eyes, and the persecuted parts [members ?] of the afflicted church as guests and strangers in
our country, we shall so behave ourselves towards them as we may utterly rub out the old
blemish.”

Died on the 24th March 1603 (n.s.), Queen Elizabeth, who, having at her coming to the
crown, promised to maintain the truth of God and to deface superstition, with this beginning
with uniformity continued, yielding her land, as a sanctuary to all the world groaning for
liberty of their religion, flourishing in wealth, honour, estimation every way (I borrow the
language of Archbishop Abbot, quoted in Strype's Annals, vol. iv., page 359).

(Page 11.) This section concludes with a short reference to King James I. Professor Weiss
gives a sentence of his friendly letter to the London French Church. The King obtained an
equivalent in 1606 from some French ministers, who wrote a letter of remonstrance to the
imprisoned Presbyterian ministers in Scotland. The signatures in the Latin language were
Robertus Masso Fontanus, Aaron Cappel, Nathanael Marius.—{Bur#'s History supplies the

undisgl]lised names, Robert Le Macon, styled De la Fontaine ; Aaron Cappel ; Nathaniel
Mane. -
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NOTES.

Besides the letter to the French Church, King James wrote another French letter, which
I quote from Strype (Annals, vol. iv,, page 386). It was addressed to the Dutch Refugee
Church :—

MEss1EURS,— Encore que vous me n'ayez vu jusqu’s present, si est-ce que je ne vous spis
point étranger ni inconnu. Vous savez quant & ma religion quel je suis, non seuleinent par le
bruit que vous avez pu entendre de moi, mais aussi par mes écrits en lesquels j'ai veritable-
ment exprimé quel est Paffection de mon Ame. Clest pourquoi je n'ai besoin d’'user de beaucoup
de paroles pour vous representer ma bonne volonté envers vous, qui étes ici refugiés pour la
religion.

“ Je reconnois que deux choses ont rendu la Reine, ma Sceur défunte, renommsée par tout
le monde. L'une est le désir, qu ’elle a toujours eu, d'entretenir et fomenter le Service de
Dieu en ce royaume. Et Pautre est son hospitalité envers les étrangers—a la louange de la-
quelle je veux hénter.

“ Te sals bien, par le temoignage des. Seigneurs de ce royaume {comme vous m’'avez dit),
que vous avez toujours prié Dieu pour elle, et que vous n'avez outrepassé votre devoit. Je
sais aussi, que vous avez enrichi ce royaume de plusicurs artifices, manufactures, et sciences
puhthues

““S1 I'occasion se fut presentée lorsque j'etois encore élmgné comme en un coin du monde;,
Je vous eusse fait paroitre ma bonne affection. Mais comme je n'ai ]amals taché ni voulu em-
piéter sur le bien d’aucun Prince, aussl, puisque maintenant il a plu & Dieu me faire Roi de
ce pays, je vous jure que si quelqu un vous moleste en vos Eglises, vous vous adressant & moi,
je vous vengeral. Et encore, quoique vous ne soyez pas de mes propres Su_]ets 51 est-ce que
je vous maintiendrai et fomenterai, autant que Prince qui soit au monde.”

We now lgse the assistance of Strype but a valuable auxiliary succeeds him. The Cam-
den Society volume entitled “ Lists of Foreign Protestants and Aliens resident in England
1618-1688, edited by Wm. Durrant Cooper, F.5.A,, (1862)” 1s prefaced with useful informa-
tion by the editor. Lord Treasurer Buckhurst now appears in his new title of Earl of Dorset,
and Secretary Sir Robert Cecil has been raised to the peerage as Earl of Salisbury. -The
London Companies of weavers, cutlers, goldsmiths, &c., so much esteemed for their feasts -
and funds, seem to have prevailed on those statesmen to listen té them, and at least to make
a show of busying themselves for their protection against alten industry. It was complained
on 22d July 1605 ‘ that the English merchants were injured because foreigners were allowed
to export baize and other gnuds without paying double custom.”

In July 1615 the Weaver's Company urged that * the strangers employed more workmen
than were allowed by statute, and then concealed them when search was made—that they lived
more cheaply and therefure sold more cheaply than the English—that they imported silk lace
contrary to law,” &c. In 1621 a longer plaint survives [the onginal spelling may be seen in
Durrant Cooper’s Introduction, page v.]:—* Their chiefest cause of entertainment here of late
was 1n charity to shroud them from persecution for religion ; and, being here, their necessity
became the mother of their ingenuity in devising many trades, before to us unknown. The
State, noting their diligence, and yet preventing the future inconvenience, enacted two special.
laws, THAT THEY SHOULD ENTERTAIN ENGLISH APPRENTICES AND SERVANTS TO LEARN THESE
TRADES—the neglect whereof giveth them advantage to keep their mystenes to themselves,
which hath made them bold nf late to devise engines for working of tape, lace, ribbon, and
such, wherein one man doth more among them than seven Englishmen can dﬂ SO as theu'
cheap sale of those commodities beggareth all our English artificers of that trade and enricheth
them. Since the making of the last statute they are thought to be increased ten for one,
s0 as no tenement is left to an English artiﬁcer to mhabit in divers parts of the city and
suburbs, but they take them over their heads at a great rate. So their numbers causeth the
enhancmg of the price of victuals and house rents, and much furthereth the late disorderly
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new buildings which is so durdonous to the subject that His Majesty hath not any work-to
perform for the good of his commons (especially in cities and towns) than by the taking of -
the benefit of the law upon them, a thing which 1s done against his own subjects by common
informers.” But their datly flocking hither without such remedy is like to grow scarce tolerable.”
In 1606 “ double custom” was imposed upon baize as upon cloth exported. Lord Dorset
seems to have been inchned to discourage further immigration, on the plea that foreign perse-
cufions had ceased. That noble Lord died in 1608, and Salisbury, who succeeded him as
Lord High Treasurer, died in 1612. The complaints made against refugees in 1615 and 1621
were each responded to by the taking of a census, one in 1618 and another in 162r. The
lists collected in 1618 are printed in the appendix to the Camden Society volume, and the
lists of 1621 1n the body of the volume, pp. 1 to 26. These lists rather injured the case of
the complamants by revealing that they had exaggerated the number of foreigners and over-
stated the proportion between foreign and native tradesmen. On the 3oth July 1621 a Board
of Royal Commuissioners was appointed to consider the laws affecting aliens, and to propound
regulations for the liberty of their wholesale merchants and for enforcing the restrictions upon
retallers. On 7th September 1622 (says Mr Cooper) * the Commissioners ordered that, as the
retailing of English govds by strangers was hurtful to home trade, all strangers selling to
strangers English goods should pay half the duty on such commodities as would be paid for
custom on export, &c., &c. But little further took place. Any restrictions upon the refugees

were unpopular with the mass of the people, however desirable they might appear to the
chartered companies.”—(Introduction, page x.)

SEcTioN THIRD (extending from p. 12 to p. 21) is entitled Zhe Connection of French
Protestants with ELnglish Folttics in the times of Charies I. and Cromwell. - Charles, who

ascended the British throne on March 24th 1625, was, as a jure Divino prelatist and potentate,
rather unfriendly to Foreign Protestants. The ambition of his father and himself had led
them to court princes of the Romanist creed, with a view to a matrimonial alliance ; and, on
the 1st. May after his accession, our King Charles by his marriage with Henrietta Maria
became a brother-in-law of Louis XIII. As a man he was averse to befriend the Huguenots,
while as ap English King he could not deliberately change the national friendship for
them ; hence his procedure was fickle. He pleased them, however, in November 1626, by an
official recognition of the existing immunities of the Foreign Protestants and their children,
basing his order upon a sense of gratitude for the honourable reception and substantial bounties
accorded to British subjects and their children beyond the seas.

(Page 13). In 1633 the elevation of Laud to the rank of Archbishop of Canterbury was
the seed of serious division between Charles and the Huguenots. Laud was forward to
declare the true brotherhood of the Church of Rome, and to change the official language of
the English nation which had called the Protestant religion “ the true religion.” He issued
injunctions to French refugee churches requiring English natives to be removed to the Eng-
lish pansh churches (the children of refugees being included by him among born Englishmen),
and commanding that the English Liturgy (translated) should be used by the refugee churches,
(the French translation, then existent, is described in my vol. i., p. 67). I have printed the
remonstrance and petition of the Norwich congregations, and an extract from Laud's per-
emptory reply, as given by Prynne, also Prynne's reference to a book about those proceedings
by the pastor, John Bulteel of Canterbury, entitled, ““ A Relation of the Troubles of the Three
Forraigne Churches in Kent.”

(Page 15). The king having provoked a civil war, the English Parhament, enacted the
abolition of Episcopacy, the measure to become law on the sth Noyember 1643. The Lords
and Commeons, with a view to the establishment of a British Church, summoned the West-
minster Assembly of Divines which met in Henry VIL’s chapel on 1st July 1643 and held
eleven hundred and sixty three meetings. The Rev. John de la March of Guernsey acted as
spokesman for the French ministers and their people. On 22nd November the Parliament
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ordered that a Latin letter be addressed by the Assembly to the reformed churches abroad ;—
the letter was. signed on 19-29 January 1644, one copy being addressed to the pastors and
elders of the church of Paris. '

(Page 16). On the 13th March, Mr De la March reported, that the letter to Paris had
been handed unopened to the Deputy-General of the Protestant,Churches of France, gznd
could not be opened because of the royal prohibition of correspondence with England relative
to existent disputes. By order of Parliament, therefore, the letter was printed.

“,

N OTE.

Mr Grosart, in his interesting memoir of Herbert Palmer, B.D., calls attention to the fact
that that loveable and able divine drafted the Westminster Assembly’s Letter. As to Palmer,
Samuel Clark says, that he was born at Wingham, about six miles from Canterbury, 1n 1601 ;
“ he learned the French tongue almost as soon as he could speak English; even so soon, as
that he hath often affirmed he did not remember his learning of it. And he did afterwards
attain so great exactness of® speaking and preaching In that language, together with a perfect
knowledge of the state of affairs of that kingdom (especially of the Protestant Churches
amongst them) that he was often by strangers thought to be a native Frenchman, and did not
doubt but to entertain discourse with any person of that nation for some hours together, who
should not be able by his discourse to distinguish him from a native Frenchman, but judge
him to be borm and bred in France; so well was he furnished with an exact knowledge, both
of the propriety and due pronunciation of that language, and of the persons, places, and
affairs of that kingdom and the churches therein ; a thing not often seen in one who had
never been out of England.” Before his death in 1644 he testified the affections of his heart
by praying aloud for himself and others ; one of the petitions was, “ Lord ! do good to Scot-
land-and the churches of France ; bless New England and foreign plantations.”

Principal Baillie in one of his famous “ Letters” (vol. 1. p. 111) writes, * The Parliament
became the other day sensible of their too long neglect of writing to the churches abroad of
their condition ; so it was the matter of our great committee to draw up letters in the name of
the Assembly for the Protestant Churches. The drawing of them was committed to Mr
~ Palmer, who yet is upon them” (7th December 1643). The inscriptions were many, but it
was one and the same letter that was transcribed and sent to the various churches. There
~ was no continuous exchange of correspondence ; so Baillie has- occasion to say, when a cor-
respondent desired that a favourable letter sent in return from the “ Zeland” church should
be answered by the [Westminster] Assembly; “as for returning an answer, they have no power
to write one line to any soul but as the Parliament directs ; neither may they importune the
Parliament for wamants to keep foreign correspondence. With what art and diligence that
general one to all the churches was gotten, I know. You know this is no proper Assembly,
but a meeting called by the Parliament to advise them in what things they are asked.” .

Baillie hoped that some of the Huguenot Divines wpuld help them by private letters. He
said in 1644 (Letters, vol. 1., p. 180),; “ There 15 a golden occasion in hand, if improved, to get
England conform 1n worship and government to the rest of the reformed. If nothing dare be
written in public by any of the French, see if they will wnite their mind for our encouragement,
to any private friend here or in Holland.” He was rather out of humour with the Parisian
Divines -——However (he writes) the French Divines dare nof keep public correspondence, and
I hear that the chiel of them are so much courtiers that they z// #of |say] the half they dare
and might; policy and prudence so far keeps down their charity and zeal, &c., &c.” (Letters, vol.
1i., p. 170). However, in the end of 1644 he was better pleased (see his vol. ii., p. 253) and
writes, “ It were good that our fniends at Pans were made to understand our hearty and very
kind resentment of their demonstration of zeal and affection towards the common cause of all
the reformed churches now in our poor weak hands.”
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(Page 16). The execution of King Charles 1. on the scaffold greatly lessened the sympathy
between the Huguenots and the English people. The most celebrated writers against that
deed were French Protestants. .

(Page 17). Claudius Salmasius was Claude Saumaise. Petrus Molinzeus was Peter Du
Moulin, D.D. Of him and of Brevint I shall speak in the supplementary section of memoirs.
Only I must here warn my readers against the Rev. John Durel, as being neither a Huguenot
nor an impartial looker-on.

(Page 18). The sentiments entertained by individual Huguenots regarding the English
broils varied, each individual depending for his information upon different English fnends
or cnrrespnndents Du Bosc’s biographer thought that all Huguenots were on the side of the
titular Charles I1., and of his brother the Duke of York—while the Duke of York himself
thought they were all on the side of Cromwell, as Bishop Burnet informs us.

The fact was, that as Charles I. had damaged his influence by leaning on a Roman
Catholic Archbmht}p, so Cromwell rose 1n estimation through his beneficence to poor
Protestant people. 'The Republican Protector was courted by Cardinal Mazarin, and on the
other side by the Prince of Condé who proposed to join him in a Spanish Allmnce Crom-
well sent ]ean Baptist Stouppe, one of the pasteurs of the City of London French Church,
into France to consult the Huguenot population, and it was ascertained that the
Protestants disapproved of Condé’s projects. England therefore accepted the French
Alliance,

(FPage 19). Here I give the two memorable interventions of Cromwell with Mazarin in
behalf of persecuted Protestants, and conclude by giving Anthony a-Wood's account of French
Protestants incorporated into.Oxford University during the period embraced in this section.
These shall be transferred into the supplementary section.

NOTE.

I have said of Pasteur Stouppe “he was a native of the Grisons, and at heart more a lay-
man than a pastor, as he ultimately proved, by becoming a Brlgadler in the French army.”
I wish to note what can be said in extenuation of his conduct. From information lately
obtained, I must acquit him of the suspicion of having abjured Protestantism in order to be
quahﬁed for the army. At the restoration of Charles II. he could not stay in London, the
royalists being funous against him for having acted as a diplomatist under Cromwell. He
hoped to preach in Canterbury unmolested, but was followed to that retreat. Among the
records of the French Church of Canterbury Mr Burn found a document thus described :—
“28th August 1661. The king’s letter requiring the church not to admit or use Mr Stoupe
as mnister, but give him to understand he is not to return to this kingdom, he being a known
-agent and a common 1untelligencer of the late usurpers.” During the early campaigns of the
Williamite war in Flanders, he was colonel of a regiment of Swiss Auxiliaries in the French
service. Soon after his death a number of his men went over to our king. ¢ Brigadier
Stouppe,” says D'Auvergne, ““ dred of the wounds he received at the battle of Steenkuk That
Stouppe was a Protestant and had be®n a minister. But I was told that Colone! Monim,
who had the regiment after him, was a Roman Catholic, and had turned out the minister that
belonged to the regiment, and put a prest in his place, which so disgusted his soldiers that it
occasioned a general desertion m his regiment.,” (D’Auvergne’s History of the Campagne in

the Spanish Netherlands, A.D. 1694, Page 24). -

Section IV. (pp. 21, 22, 23) is entitled Z%e Correspondence of the French Protestants with
England in the time of Charles 71. There were two occasions on which some of the Huguenot
Pasteurs complied with the request of English friends to fortify them with letters.

(FPage 22). The first occasion was the restoration of the younger Charles as King Charles
II. - If Cromwell had accepted the Spamish Alliance, the brothers Charles and James would -
have fraternized with the French Protestants, and might perhaps have led them into England in

C .
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order to renew the civil war. But Caxdinal Mazarin, having won the Protector to a French
Alliance, had dismissed the brothers from France, and the Huguenots approved of peace with
England. It was therefore now the brothers’ policy to encourage an Anti-Protestant league
against Cromwell, and it was reported that Charles had secretly converted himself to Popery.
In 1658 he denied this accusation in a letter to Rev. Thomas Cawton. But in 1660 more de-
cisive evidence of his Protestantism was desired. Letters in the king's favour were accordingly
written by the Pasteurs Daillé, Drelincourt, Gaches, and De ’Angle. Drehincourt’s letter was
to Stouppe; that from Gaches was addressed to Richard Baxter at the request of their mutual
friend, Anna Mackenzie, Countess of Balcarres. Many letters, hostile to the nonconformists,
having been despatched from England into France, an Apology for the Puritans of England
was published in the French language at Geneva in 1663; the author was Rev. Thomas
Hall, B.D.

(Page 23). The second occasion was when Stillingfleet was printing a prelatical book en-
titled « The Unreasonableness of Separation.” A few formal questions were put in circula-
tion abroad, and answers received from Messieurs Le Moyne, De P'Angle, and Claude (all
dated in 1680) were printed.

NOTE.

With regard to the letters of 1680, I make the following extract from “ An Histornical Ac-
count of my own Life, 1671-1731, by Edmund Calamy, D.D.,” imprinted and edited by John
Towill Rutt in 1829, 2 vols. In Calamy’s 1st vol,, p. 173, he says, *“ Dr Frederick Spanheim,
(born 1632, died 1701), the son of Frederick, is acknowledged to"have written as well and to
" as good a purpose, upon Ecclesiastical History, as any one that has appeared in the Protestant
Churches. . . . ‘This Dr Spanheim was one of those divines to whom the Bishop of Lon-
don [Compton] wrote, for his sentiments about the Established Church of England and Con-
formity to it, at the very same time that he wrote to Monsieur Le Moyne and Monsieur de
I’Angle upon the same subject ; whose letters are printed by Dr Stillingfleet at the end of his
Mischief of Separation. Spanheim's answer was not printed among the rest, not being thought
enough in favour of the Church of England. . . . Le Moyne was a great and learned
man. . . . I cannot help upon this occasion recollecting a passage of a worthy English.
Divine, who was speaking of a letter of this Monsieur le Moyne, relating to our contests here
in England, of which he had made much use. He says that he Aad certain knowledge that M,
le Moyne had both with his tongue and pen dedared, that Mr Durell had muck abused kim, in
leaving out sundry passages in his letter, wherein he did moderate and regulate the episcopal power,
qwhich if they had been inseried, the letter would not at all have fitted his design.  (Bonasus Vapu-
lans, or some Castigations given to Mr John Durell, &c., p. 80).” : -

SecTion V. (which extends from page 24 to page 29) is entitled 7%e Reception of the French
Refugees in England in 1681. This was the first year of the Dragonnades. Our ambassador
at Paris, Hon. Henry Savile, corresponded with his brother Lord Halifax and with Secretary
Sir Leoline Jenkins and secured a hospitable reception for Refugees m England. I give an.
abstract from those letters contained in a Camden Society Volume, entitled Sazile Correspona-
ence, edited by Mr William Durrant Cooper.

(Page 25). Savile writes on sth July, “ Old Monsieur De Ruvigny has given a memorial to
the king concerning the edict coming forth about the children of the Huguenots. The king
said he would consider of it. But these poor people are in such fear that they hurry their
children out of France in shoals.” Savile’s final appeal was dated, Paris, 22d July 1681, and
was successful. - i

(Page 26). Mr Secretary Jenkins wrote to Savile on 7th August, that a collection would

be ordered to be made in the churches. On the same date {28th July old siyle)the order in
" Council was issued for the Naturalization of foreign Protestants, 1 print this, with the names
of Privy *Councillors present. [The Clerk of Council signed himself Pu1. Lrovp. The

+
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document in the original spelling will be found i the Camden Society Volume of letﬁ of
Foreign Protestants, Introduction, page xviii. ]

(Fage 27.) Rev. George Hickes, D.D., printed lis sermon preached in behalf of the
cuilectmn I gwe coplous extracts fmm it. [Thls collection is usually said to have been made
in 1681 ; and so it was, according to the old style—see my Note at page 244.]

SecrioN VI, (which extends from page 29 to page 36) is entitled ke Variegated Iolicy
of James 1. and William and Mary's friendship ltowards the Refugees.

(Page 30.) James was unable to reverse the hospitable regulations of the nation, but
- Henry Savile saw into his antipathy to them, and expressed a fear that he would repeal them.
Chancellor Jeffries had a chaplain of French. Protestant descendent, Rev. Luke de Beaulieu.
After the French Edict of Revocation in October (1683}, the Marqms de Bonrepaus came on
a diplomatic mission to England, and souglht to inruce refugees to go back ; he reported that
the King of England regarded the refugees as enemies. In May 1686 Bﬂ.l'lllﬂl‘l the res1dent
French Ambassador, requested that Claude’s Pamphlet * Les Plaintes des Prntestants ’should
be publicly bumt, which was granted.

(Prrgﬂ 31) The king's pnntet 1ssued a translatmn of Bishop Bossuet's Pastoral Letter
regarding the ¢ Pretended Persecution.” I give long extracts from replies by Dr Wilham
Wake (afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury).

(Page 34.) The regard for refugees on tke part of the Earl of Bedford, Rachel Lady
Russell and Sir Wilham Coventry is recorded. In 1687, as a step to Popish ascendancy, the
king issued his Declaratiorf for Liberty of Conscience—so that he showed no open enmity
against the refugees as long as he filled the throne.

NOTES.

The Pasteur Claude (formerly of Charenton, and a refugee in Holland), published anony-
mously the pamphlet entitled, “I.es Plaintes des Protestans Cruellement Oprimés dans le
Royaume de France.” The title- -page of the English translation was, “ An Account of the
Persecutions and Oppressions of the Protestants in France. Printed in the year 1686 ;" this
was a quarto pamphlet, which was reprinted In a tract of a pocket size at Edinburgh, entltled
“ An Account of the Persecutions and Oppressions of the French Protestants, to which is
added, The Edict of the French King prohibiting all publick exercise of the Pretended Re-
formed Religion in hiskingdom, wherein he recalls and totally annuls the perpetual and 1Te-
vocable Edict of King Henry the 1V., his grandfather, given at Nantes, full of most gracious
concessions to Protestants. With the Form of Abjuration the revolting Protestants are to
subscribe and -swear, to. Printed by G. M., Anno Dom. 1686.” [The printer was George
Mosman, or Mossman.] A new translation appeared in 1707 ; it was a’ pocket velume en--
titled, ** A Short Account of the Complaints and Cruel Persecutions of the Protestants 1 the
ngdum of France. - London: Printed by W. Redmayne, 1707.” There is a long Preface,
which informs us regarding the former translation, * The translator for some regard he had- to
those times, when the enemies of our holy religion were in great credit, did designedly omit
several matters of fact, and them the most important to the cause of the refugees ; insomuch,
that above the fourth part of it was cut off in the translation ; though the translator fared
ne’er the better for it.” I have compared the two translations, and I ﬁnd that the pamphlet
of 1686 was quite a faithful abridgement, there being only two omissions of any length, viz,
(st), an Account of the original Edict of Nantes, showing the internal evidence forits perpetual
obligation, and- (2d) the detailed protest at the end, fitted to mmpress sovereigns and states-
men—otherwise, the abridgement is not material, as will appear from the following extract in
parallel culumns —_

Page 34, (1686). There are three things Page 144, (1707). There are three things
very remarkable in this whole affairr The remarkable in the conduct of this whele affair,
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first is, that as long as they have been only
on the way, the true authors of the Persecu-
tion have not concealed themselves, but the
king, as much as they could. 'Tis true, the
Deécrees, Edicts, and Declarations, and other
things, went under the name of His Majesty,
but at the request of the agents and factors
for the clergy. And whilst they were busied
In these matters, the king declared openly his
intention of maintaining the Edicts, and ‘twas
abuses which he designed to correct.

‘Thesecond 1s,thatwhen theycame tothe last
extremities, and to open force, then they have
concealed themselves as much as they could,
set forth the king at his full length. There
was nothing heard but these kind of discourses.
L% king will have it so, the king has taken it in

hand, the king proceeds further than the clergy

have had

desires. By these two means they

the address to be only charged with the lesser

part of the cruelties, and to lay the most
violent and odlous part at the king’s door.

The third thing which we should remark is,
that the better to obtain their ends, they have
made 1t their business to persuade the king,
that this work would crown him with glory—
which 1s a horrid abuse of his credulity, an
abuse so much the greater, by how much they
would not have themselves thought the authors
of this council. And when any particular
person of them are asked this day, what tiey
think of #, there are few of them but condemn

it, |

In effect, what more false an idea could
they give to His Majesty of glory, than to
make it consist In surprising a poor people,
dispersed over all his kingdom, and ltving
securely under his wings, and the remains of
the Edict of Nants, and who could not im-
agine there were any Intentions of depriving
them of the liberty of their consclences, of
surpnising and overwhelming them in an In-
stant, with a numerous army, to whose discre-
tion they are delivered, and who tell them
that they must, either by fair means or foul,
become Roman Catholicks, this beingtheking’s
will and pleasure.

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

The first is, that as long as they were only on
the way, the true authors of the Persecution
did not conceal themselves, but alway studied
to conceal the king as much as they could.
“TIs true, the Decrees, Edicts, and Declara-
tions, and such other things, went still under
the name of His Majesty, but on the request
of the agents or Syndics of the clergy. And
whilst they were busied in these matters, the
king declared openly his intention of maijn-
taining the Edict itself, and that 'twas only
the abuses and contraventions of it, which he
designed to correct.

The second is, that when they came to the
last extremities, and to open force, then they
concealed themselves as much as they could,
but made the king appear at his full length.
There was nothing heard but these kind of
speeches, Zhe king will kave tt so, the Ring has
taken the matler in his own rand, the king
carries i further than the dergy counld have
wished, By these two means they have had
the address to be only charged with the lesser
and milder part of the Persecution, and to lay
the more violent and odious at the king’s
door.

The third thing which we are to remark IS,
that the better to obtain their ends, they have
made 1t their business to persuade the king,
that this work would crown him with the
highest glory, which is a most horrid abuse of
his credulity, and an abuse so much the
greater, by how much they would screen

‘themselves from being thought the authors of

this council. Hence, if any of them in par-
ticular be asked at thig day what they think
of #, there are few of them but will readily
condemn it.

Now, what falser idea of glory could they
give than making consist in surprising’ a poor
people defenceless and helpless, dispersed
over all his kingdom, and living securely un-
der his wings, and under the protection of the
remains of the Edict of Nantes? And who
could ever imagine there were any Intentions
of depriving them of the established liberty of
their consciences, of surprising and overwhelm-
Ing them in an instant with a numerous army
to whose discretion they are delivered up, and
who tell them roundly that they must, either
by fair means or by foul, béecome Rom.n
Catholics, for that such is the kmg's will and
pleasure ?
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What a. falser notion of glory could they
offer him, than the putting him in the place of
God, making the faith and religion of men to
depend upon his authority, and that hence-
forward it must be said in his kingdom, 7 don'#
believe, because I am persuaded of tf, but I be-
l1eve, because the king would have me o i,
which, to speak properly, is that I believe
nothing, and that I'll be a Turk or a Jew or
whatever the king pleases P

What falser idea of glory, than to force
from men’s mouths, by violence and a long
series of torments, a profession which the
heart abhors, and for which one sighs night
and day, crying continually to God for mercy!

What glory 1s there in inventing new ways

of persecutions, unknown to former ages,

which indeed do not bring death along with

them, but keep men alive to suffer, that they.

may overcome their patience and constancy
by cruelties, which are above human strength
to undergo?

What glory is there in not contenting them-
selves to force those who remain in his king-
dom, but to forbid them to leave it, and keep
them under a double servitude, viz., both of
soul and body?

What glory is there in keeping his prisons
full of innocent persons who are charged with
no other fault than serving God according to
the best of their knowledge, and for this to be
exposed to the rage of dragoons, or condemned
~ to the gallies and executions on body and
goods? Will these cruelties render His
Majesty's name lovely in his history to the
Catholick or Protestant world ?
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What falser notion of glory could they ever
offer him, than the putting him thus in the
place of GGod, nay even above God, in making
the faith and religion of his subjects depend
on his sole authority, and that henceforward

1t must be said in his kingdom, 7 delieve not

because I am persuaded, bnt I believe because the
king will have me, let God say what he will,
which, to speak properly, is that I believe
nothing, and that I'll be a Turk, a Jew, an
Atheist, or whatever the king pleases ?

What falser idea of glory, than to force
from men’s mouths, by violence and a long
sertes of torments, a confession which the
heart abhors, and for which they afterward
sigh night and day, crying continually to God
for mercy ! |

What glory 1s there in inventing new ways
of persecution, unknown to former ages, per-
gecutions which indeed do not bring death
along with them, but keep men alive to suffer,
that their patrence and constancy may be
overcome by cruelties, which are above human
strength to undergo ! |

What glory is there in not contenting him-
self to force those who remain in his kingdom,
but to prohibit also their leaving it, and so -
keep them under a double servitude both of
soul and body ?

What glory 1s there in stuffing his prisons full
of innocent persons who are charged with no
other crime than the serving God according
to the best of their knowledge, and for this to
be exposed etther to the rage of the dragoons,
or be condemned to the gallies, and suffer exe-
cution on body and goods ?

What falser 1dea of glory for the king than
to make 1t consist mn the abuse of his power,
and to violate without so much as a shadow
of reason his own word and royal faith, which
he had so solemnly given and so often reite-
rated ; and this, only because he can do it
with impunity, and has to deal with a flock of
innocent sheep that are under his paw and
cannot escape him? And yet 'tis this which the
clergy of France, by the mouth of the Bishop

. of Valence, calls a greatness and a glory that

ra1ses Louis XIV. above all other kings, above
all his predecessors, and above time itself, and
consecrates him for eternity ?  "Tis what Mon-
sieur Varillas calls ¢ Labours greater and more
incredible, without comparison, than those
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of Hercules ” "Tis what Mr Maimbourg call#
an heroic action—* the heroical action {says
he) that the king has just now done in forbid-
ding, by his new Edict of October, the puhlic
exercise of the false religion of the Calvinists,
and ordering that all their churches be forth-
with demolished!” Base unworthy flatterers !
Must people suffer themselves to be hlmded by
the fumes of your incense ?

The concluding paragraph of the translation of 1686.is much abridged—it runs thus :—

“ However, ‘twill be no offence to God or good men to leave this writing to the world,
as a protestation made before him and them against these violences, more especially against
the Edict of 1685, containing the Revocation of that of Nants, it being in its own nature in-
violable, 1irrevocable, and unalterable. We may, I say, cemplam amongst other things, against
the worse than inhumane, cruelties exercised on dead bodies, when they are dragged along the

streets at the horse-tails, and digged out, and denied sepulchres. We cannof but complam of
the cruel orders to part with our ehlldren, and suffer them to be baptized and brought up by
our enemies. But, above all, against the mmpious and detestable practice, now in vogue, of
making religion to depend on the king’s pleasure, on the will of a2 mortal prince—and of

. treating perseverance in the faith with the odious name of rebellion. This is to make a God
of man, and to run back into the heathenish pride and flattery among the Romans, or an
authonsing of atheism or gross 1dolatry. In fine, we commit our complaints and all our inte-
rests into the hands of that Providence which brings geed out of evil, and which is above the
understanding of mortals whose houses are i the dust.”

The peroration of the original contained more details, and the protestation was embe,eea-
dorial both in form and in tone, thus :—

“ But in the meanwhile, and till it shall please God in his mercy to bring that happy event
to pass, lest we should be wanting to the justice of our cause, we desire that this Account,
which contains our Fust Complaints, may serve for a Protestation before heaven and earth
against all the violences we have suffered in the Kingdom of France. Against all the arrests,
declarations, edicts, regulations, and all other erdmanees of what nature soever, which our
enemies have caused to be published to the prejudice of the Edict of Nantes. Agamst all sort of
Acts, signatures, or verbal deele.retlens expressing an abjuration of our—and the profession of
the Remlsh—rehglen, which fear, torture, and a superior power have extorted from us or from
our brethren. Against the plunder that has been already, or shall hereafter be, committed of
our goods, houses, effects, debts, trusts, rents, lands, inheritances, and revenues, common or
private, either by way of eenﬁeeatmn or by any other way whatsoever as unjust, treaehereue and
violent, committed only by a superior power in full peace, contrary both to reason and the laws
of nature and the nghts of all society, and injurious to all mankind. But especially we pro-
test against the edlet of the 18th of October, 1685, containing the Revocation of the Edict
of Nantes, as a manifest abuse of the King’s justice, authority, and royal power, since the Edict
of Nantes was in 1itself inviolable and irrevocable, above the reach of any human power,
designed for a standing agreement and concordat between the Roman Cethehee and us, and
a fundamental law of the realm, which no authority on earth has power to mfringe or annul.
We protest likewise against all the consequences which may follow such a revocation, against
the extinction of the exercise of our religion throughout the whole Kingdom of Fra.nee against
all the ignominies and cruelties committed upon dead bodies by depriving them of Chnetlen
burial and exposing them in the fields to be devoured by ravenous beasts, or dragging them igno-
miniously through the streets upon hurdles—against the taking away children by force, and
the orders given to fathers and mothers to cause them to be baptised and edueeted by Romish
priests. Butabove all, we protest against that impious and abominable position, which is now-
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a-days made the general rule in France, by which religion is made to depend on the pleasure
and despotic power of a mortal prince, and perseverance in the faith branded with the names of
Rebellion and Treason-—which is to make of a man a god, and tends to the introducing and
authorising of Atheism and Idolatry. We protest moreover against all manner of violent and
inhuman detaining of our brethren in France whether in prisons, gallies or monasteries, or
any other confinements, to hinder them from leaving the kingdom, and going to fee in foreign
" countries that liberty of conscience they cannot enjoy in their own—which is the utmost pitch
of brutish cruelty and hellish iniquity. Lastly, we protest against whatsoever we may of
right protest against, and declare that such is our meaning that things not expressed be com-
prehended under those that are here expressed. We most humbly supplicate all Kings, Princes,
- Sovereign Lords, States and Nations, and generally all persons of what condition soever, to be
graciously pleased that these our lawful and indispensable protestations, which in the simplicity
and sincerity of our hearts we are obliged to make and do make accordingly, may serve, be-
fore God and before them, as a standing testimony for us and our posterity, for the preserva-
tion of our rights and for the discharge of our consciences.”

Cotemporary news and reflections concerning this book are worth quoting. John Evelyn
wrote as to 5th May 1686, This day was burnt in the Old Exchange, by the common hang-
" man, a translation of a book written by the famous Monsieur Claude, relating only matters of
fact concerning the horrid massacres and barbarous proceedings of the French King against
his Protestant subjects, without-any refutation of any facts theremn ; so mighty a power and
ascendant here had the French Ambassador, who was doubtless in great indignation at the
pious and truly generous charity of all the nation for the relief of those miserable sufferers
who came over for shelter.”  Sir John Bramston (in his Autobiography, Camden Society im-
print, page 228), writes :—* The French King, having taken away all the edicts of his prede-
cessors giving liberty to those subjects of diffevent religion (called commionly Hugonets), re-
quired all to conform to the Roman Catholic religion by a certain day, and having pulled
down their churches, enforcing many to mass, banishing the ministers and compelling the laity
to conform, many got away, leaving behind them their estates. At first he let some go on those
terms, which afterwards he refused ; and if he took them flying, he sent them to the gallies,
and used unheard-of cruelties, so that thousands got away into Switzerland, the Low Conuntries,
and 1into England. Some having escaped thus, a narrative or history of the persecution was °
writ and printed, both m French and English, which the French Ambassador complained of
- to the King and Council and obtained a order for burnimg a copy both of the French and
English, which was done on Frniday the 8th of May 1686, at the Exchange in London, by the
hangman ; yet had his Majesty granted a Brief and great collections made for relief of such
French Protestants as fled hither (for religion) for protection.”

Sir John Bramston added, * But this book, it seems (for I have not yet seen it) had in it
expressions scandalous, as the Ambassador said, to his Majesty the King of France : and in-
deed, 1f so, 1t was fitly burned, for all kings ought to be careful of the honour and dignity of
kings and princes.” To this, his editor, the late Lord Braybrooke (184s), replies, “‘This
remark might have been spared, as it is obvious that the King in this proceeding lost sight of
- the honour and dignity due to himself.” |

The Bntish people were tortured with apprehensions of impending religious tyranny and
persecution during the three years and a half of King James’ regime.  Their alarms were
strengthened by their observation of events in France, consequent on the bloody fanaticism
of Louis XIV., and viewed with evident satisfaction by James.  Their thoughts found fit ex-
pression 1n the “ Memonal from the English Protestants for their Highnesses the Prince and
Princess of Orange.” I quote the paragraphs which exhibit a parallel between France and
England as to evil designs upon the Protestant people :— |

“We need not remember your Highnesses, that these attempts and endeavours to subvert
our liberty, in our rehgion and government, is a part of that general design that was formed
and concluded on, many years since, in the most secret councils of the Popish Princes, chiefly
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managed by the Jesuits, to root out of all Europe the profession of the Protestant Reformed
Religion and the Peoples’ liberties. We will not mention the notorious actual prosecutions of
that Popish Resolution in several kingdoms and dominions, * nor the treacherous falseness of
those princes in their treaties, agreements, and ‘oaths, nor the oppressions and bleodshed and
all kinds of unrighteousness that have been practised by them in order to that general great
design. The instance alone of the French King is enough to be named instead of all, be-
cause he hath owned and published to the whole world his part in that de$ign, and by com-
paring the violences, banishments, and murders done upon the protestants at the same time by
other Popish Princes (as they were able) with his public confessions of his long-laid design, we
may make a true judgment of the whole.

¢ The French King by his Edict of 1685 hath declared that he entered into that design
from his coming to his crown ; and it appears by his Edict} then prepared and agreed by his
council of conscience, that all his renewed Edicts in the Protestants’ favour, s acknowledg-
ing and registering in Parliament their great services for him, and his advancement of many
of them to the highest dignities, military and civil, in his kingdom, were done to flatter and
deceive them. He calls God to be witness of his designs and resolutions at that time to
abolish their religion by degrees, and that he only attended his fit opportunity for that great
work, as it's called by our King and by that Edict. o ‘

«Tn that interim of his seeming kindness to the Protestants, and solemn professions to
them and [to| some of the Protestant princes, for the observing faithfully the Law and Edict
of Nantes, that was like the French Protestants’ great charter,—there were all possible secret
contrivances and practices to prepare for that great work, especially in England that hath long
been the head of the Reformed Religion and the chief terror of the French King and [of]
the Popish world. He shewed his fear of the people of England when he barbarously ban-
ished his now Majesty and the late king in their distress rather than displease ‘Cromwell. He
therefore applied his principal councils and endeavours to distract and weaken the Protestants
of England, and to persuade and assist the late king covertly to increase and strengthen the
Popish party. ce e e

« Tt hath also been manifest to the world, that all kinds of devices and artifices that the
Jesuits' councils could invent were, about the same years, used to pervert the faith and religion
of the United Provinces, or to betray them into the French King's power, or at least a depen-
dance upon him. ’ ”

«'"Tis now notorious to the world, that an agreement was made, between the French King
and his late Majesty of England, to subdue and divide those Provinces, that they might no
more be either a support or refuge for the Protestants. ..

« Our late King and his ministers and counsellors concurred in all the secret practices and con-
trivances to weaken the power of the Protestants, and to suffer the greatness, glory, and terror
of the French King to be advanced ; but he durst never openly and avowedly join with him in
the great work against the Protestant religion, for fear of his Protestant subjects, he having
deluded them with so many solemn protestations of his faithfulness to their religion and therr
liberty. The French King found, by experience, that the Parliament had prevailed with our
King to break all the measures they had taken together for the destruction of the United
Provinces, by obliging him to a separate peace with them, which had forced him to let fall his
then spreading plumes, and in crafty ways to seek and solicit a truce. And therefore he durst
not, during our King’s life, put in execution his great work that he declares had been so long
in his heart, by torments, murders, and all sort of barbarous cruelties to suppress the professors
and profession of the Reformed Religion, and entirely to raze and expunge the memory of it,
as his edicts and practices now declare to be his intentions. S .

* & That is, in France, the Dukedom of Savoy, the Kingdom of Poland, and many others.”
+ «"Tis fit to see in that Edict, prepared as it’s published, the opinion they have of Frofesiants, that they are
deemed uncapable of having any right to claim the benefit of the treaties, promises, or oaths, made to them by

Papists.”
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“ The French King durst not throw off his disguise, and shew himself to be like a raven-
ing wolf to his Protestant subjects, until our now King had publicly espoused the Popish
design, which he had together with him long prosecuted in the dark ; and until he had begun to
inva%e the Protestant liberties and securities, putting the military power in Popish hands ; and
to demand the Parliament’s consent to a law (which they refused) to authorise him to make
his Papists the guardians of the Protestants’ religion and lives.

““ The French King then knew that the People of England were in no capacity to inter-
pose in behalf of his Protestant subjects ; and (as his Edict says) being by the truce without
fear of disturbance he entirely applied himself to the great design; he sent his dragoons to
destroy the poor Protestants’ goods, and to torment their bodies with more cruelty and inhu-
manity than was ever practised since the Creation. He resolved FOR HIS GLORY (as his clergy
told hlm) to shotw himself the first and most illustvious of the Church's children, and the Extirpa-
tor of the Protestant Heresy, which (they told him) was a more solid and immortal title than
he acquired by all his triumphs.

““ He then prosecuted that work of extirpation, as Saul did, to strange countries, breathing
out threatenings and slaughter. He sent to the Duke of Savn::}r and (as that court cumplams)
persuaded and frighted that prince mto a most unchristian and bloody decree, to compel the
“most ancient Protestants m the Valleys of Piedmont to become Papists fﬂrﬂnﬂth and they
being faithful to their religion, that edict was pursued by the help of his dragﬂuns, and the
. harmless Pfotestants tormented and murdered more cruelly than the worst of vermin or ser-
vents,; until they were utterly destroyed and their country given to the Papists. That Court
of Sa,vuy Seems stlll ashamed of that horrid wickedness, and says for their excuse, Zhat the
French King declared he would voot out those Protestants by his own force, and possess the counts ¥,
if the Duke would not have assisied therein.

“The suppression of the Protestants of England hath been always esteemed the principal
part of the Popish design to extirpate the Protestant religion. - And therefore all the Romish
councils, policies, and industries, their conspiracies, poisoning, and massacres, have been long
employed about 1it, and have perfectly gamed our now King to serve their designs. They
have united him with the French King, that thetr conjoined councils, treasures and strength
may finish their work of bringing England to the obedience of their Church, It's, many
ways, evident that both the Kings are under the like conduct ; and our King proceeds in the
same methods against us, wheremn the French King hath been successful to destroy the Pro-
testants of his kingdom. His first attempt 1s to subvert our civil government and laws, and
the freedom and being of our parliaments, just as the French King first invaded the supreme
legal authority of France, which was vested in the Assembly of Estates, from whom alone he
now derives his crown. Our King, mn imitation of his brother of France, strives to bring all
the offices and magistracy of the kmgdom, that were legally of the people’s choice, to be
solely and immediately depending on his absolute will for their being, whether they arise by
our common law, or be mstituted by statutes or charters. He endeavours, by various artifices,
to bring the disposal of all the properties and estates of the people and their lives and liber-
ties to be at his mere will, by a perversion of the instituted course of our Juries, and by
Judges and a Chancellor fit for that purpose and every moment dependent on his will. He
seeks to make his Proclamations and Declarations to have as much power over our laws as
the French King’s Edicts. And after his example he establisheth a mercenary army to master
and subdue the people to his will.

““If he can prevail in these things to overturn the civil government, then the liberty of the
Protestant profession and of conscience in all forms, however seemingly settled by him, will
be precarious. And he may as easily destroy it as the French King hath abolished the irre-
vocable edicts, treaties or laws of his kingdom, confirmed by his oath, which were as good
security to thﬂSE Protestant as any Magrna Charia that our ng can make for us, or any Act
~of a Convention (with the name of a Parhiament} which is possible for him to hold in the
~ state unto which he hath reduced the kingdom. Our King hath the same French copy by
] 8 D
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which he writ assuring the Protestants of grace and clemency, giving them promises of equal
liberty of conscience with his Papists 1n prefemng unto offices and employments those whom
he resolves to suppress and ruin, * ¥

““ These matters of fact are self-evidences, and clearly show that our grievous oppressions
by our king are the effects of the united councils of the Popish interest, whereof the French
King is the Chief——that the conspiracy against true religion and hbf:rtles, that now appears n
England, comprises all the Protestant Princes and States in Europe. England is only first
attacked as the principal fortress of the Protestant profession. If the three kingdoms of
England, Scotland, and Ireland, can be reduced into the pattern of the French King in
government and rehglﬂn, and the strength of them be united against any single Protestant
State or Prince they shall think fit to assault, (if they can by artifices keep the rest divided,
which will not be hard for them3, there is little hope of any long defence of such a State.

“ The French King seems not unwilling-to have it known that the Popish design is general

against all profession of the Protestant religion, though especially against England. He hath

allowed the Bishop of Cosnaes’ speech to him at Versailles in 1685 to be published, who was
authorized to be the mouth of the clergy of that kingdom ; he magnifies the King for sup-
pressing the Protestants of his own kingdom, and asks, what they may not yet expect. Eng-
land (saith he) is just offering to your Majesty one of the most Lloriows occastons that you can de-
sire; the King of England, by the need which he will have of succour and of the support of your
arms to maintain him in the Catholic Faith, will make you quickly find occasion to Mive a protec-
tion worthy of yourself. We knew very well before the French clergy declared 1t by that
bishop, that the same head that contrived the perversion or destruction of so many m11110ns
of the Protestants in that kingdom, designed the ruin of the English religion and liberty.
But it surprised us to se¢ that speech published by the French King's authority, and that our
King should suffer the translation of it to pass freely in England and through the world. We
thought it beneath the majesty of a King of England to be content that his subjects should
be told that he was to come under the protection of a King of France, over whose kings and
kingdom his ancestors had so often tnumphed But 1t seems nuthmg is to be esteemed
inglorious that may serve the general Popish design of extirpating the Protestant Erafessmn

““ We need not put your Highnesses in mind, that the same speech acknowledges that the
Popish councils and conspiracy against England intend the like ruin to the religion and free-
dom of the United Provinces, That bishop tells the king that he hath undertook the con-
quest of new countries, there to re-establish the prelacy, the religious worship and the altars—
that Holland and Germany have been the theatre of his victories, only that Christ” might
triumph there (that is, that the Papists might trample upon the Pmtestants and their religion)
-—and this he speaks (a.s he says) 1n the very spirit of the Church, and signifies their hopes of
success against the poor Protestants fo be unbounded, saying, What may we not yet expﬁr? "

(Page 35.) This page begins with a translation of J. Michelet, the French: historian’s, esti-
mate of the serviceableness of the Huguenot officers and soldiers in William’s army. Next

is the Order in Council encouraging the French Protestants to take refuge in Britain, being a

declaration by the King and Queen. Among the Privy Councillors the name of the Duke of ~

Schomberg occurs. Queen Mary, an eminent sympathizer with the persecuted, died in 1694»

(Page 36). Daniel De Foe’s testimony to the fidelity of the foreign refugees to ng
liam, ending with the statement

““That foreigners have faithfully obey’d him,
And none but Englishmen have ¢’er br:tray’d him,”

is given at full length, and also the Pra_yer on behalf of “ The Reformed ChumheB abroad, |
used on 16th April 1696.

SecTioN VII. extends from page 36 to page 58. As one great purpose of thw vnlumc* 15
to supply accurate lists of the names of naturalized French Prﬂtestauts ft'am 1681 to the
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end of the reign of King William III., and as I have laboriously re-examined the Grants on
the Patent-Rolls in the Public Record office, I withdraw the Section as it appears in vol. 1.,
and substitute for 1t the following NEW EDITION.

Section A45.

NATURALIZATION Artas DENIZATION WITH LISTS OF NATURALIZED DENIZENS-

THERE was a reluctance on the .part of our country to pass a general Act of Parhament for
the naturalization of Protestant strangers. (Charles II. undertook to suggest the step to
Parliament in 3681, but legislators were deaf to the hint for a quarter of a century. Any
Englishman proposing such an act, was upbraided as an Esau, guilty of flinging away prectous
means of provision for himself and his family, the restrictions for foreigners being providential
blessings for Englishmen. Any Bill to give foreigners a share of the Englishman’s night was
unpopular with the City of London, and with all boroughs and corporations. The debates of
1694 ended in the House of Commons allowing a Bill of that sort to fall aside before the
necessary number of readings had been permitted. And so Naturalization had to be doled
out to individuals by letters-patent from the King, and by private Acts of Parliament.

The only proviso expressed in 1681 was in these terms:—* Provided they live and continue
with .their families (such as have any) in this our kingdom of England, or elsewhere within our
dominions.” Yet a certificate, * that they have received the Holy Communion” crept into
the warrants of denization,—and, at a later date, a’command “ to take the oaths of allegiance
and supremacy at some Quarter-Sessions within a year after the date hereof” James II. not
only specified *“ the Holy Communion,” but used the more stringent definition, “the Sacrament
of the Lord’s Supper according to the usage of the Church of England.” But after his
Declaration for Liberty of Conscience, he withdrew the clauses, both as to the oaths and as
to the Sacrament.

In order to naturalization, the King’'s Letter was addressed to the Attorney-General or to
the Solicitor-General containing the name (or names) of the person in whose favour the Grant
of Naturalization was to be drawn out. The Grant, which was recorded on a Patent-Roll,
was in the Latin language. Its contents may be described as a repetition of the pnvileges
already expressed in His Majesty’s name 1n the English language, and therefore I copy one of
the King’s letters from the Camden Society Volume of Lists:—

“ CHARLES, R.—In pursuance of our Order of Council, made the 28th day of July last
past [1681], in favour and for the relief and support of poore distressed protestants, who by
reason of the rigours and severities which are used towards them upon the account of their
‘Religion shall be forced to quitt their native country and shall desire to shelter themselves
under our Royall protection and free exercise of their religion, of whom Peter de Lainé Esq.,
French Tutor to our dearest brother James Duke of York his children, 1s one, as appears by
sufficient certificate produced to one of our principall Secretarys of State, and that he hath
received the Holy Communion. Our will and pleasure 1s that you prepare a Bill for our
" royall signature, to pass our Greate Seale, containing our grant for the making him the sayd
Peter de Lainé, being an Alien borne, a free denizen of this oure kingdome of England, and
that he have and enjoy all rights, priviledges and immunities as other free Denizens do. Pro-
vided he, the said Peter de Lainé, live and continue with his family 1n this our kingdome of
England, or elsewhere within our Dominions; the said depization to be forthwith past .
under our great Seale without any fees or other charges whatsoever to be paid by him. For

which this shall be your warrant. Dated at Whitehall, the 14th day of October, 1681,
| | By his Matiss Command,

“To our Attorney or Sollicitor Generall.” ‘ L. JENKINS.
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Most of the refugees were naturaltzed in

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

groups, a number belng together in one grant.

Some of the individnal grants I have united in a list, for the sake of reference hereafter.

LIST CONTAINING NAMES OF PERSONS BORN *IN PARTIBUS TRANSMARINIS,”
NATURALIZED BY ROYAL LETTERS-PATENT, WESTMINSTER.

Y.—318¢ Jan.,

Henry Jollis.
Henry Tenderman.
Henr. Gette, and Henry Losweres.

1624 Mar., and 1oth May, 33 Car. 11. (1681).

Nicholas Taphorse.
John Joachim Becher.

NoTe.—The name of Becher appears among inventors—see my vol. 1., page 137.

11.—i15t% Nov.,

Peter Falaiseau, gent.

John De Gaschon, gent. ,

Joshua 1.e Feure apotiecary, Henriette wife.
Peter Du Gua, Mary w:fe.

Nores.—Falaiseau is memonalized in my vol. i1, pages 78 and 3I5.

33 Car. IL. (1681).

i John Maximilian de 1 Angle mznzster, Genovele
wife. '

Uranie de I'Orme gentlervoman.

Susan Dainhett, Catherine seser.

De PAngle was the

brother of Dean De I'Angle, and long survived him—see my vol. 11., page 221.

III.—21s7 March,

Stephen Bouchet, Judith zvife, Catherine, Mary,
Elizabeth, ]ames, Stephen, Peter, Franms
and Isabella children,

Daniel Garin,

Honoré Polerin

James Ranaule, Anne twzfe, James, Honoré and
Judith cAildren, Anne Bouchett nzece, Peter
Pinandeau and Judith Fait servants.

Isaac Blondett.

Mary wife of John Martin.

Catherine Du P'us wife of Francis Du Pus.

John Baudry, Joanna w/fe, Joanna and Frances
daughters.

James Bouchett.

Joanna Bouchett.

Mathurin Boygard, Jeanne wife, Jeanne and
Maturin chzldren.

Andrew Chaperon.

Peter Boirou.

John Boucquét, Mary wife, John son,

]nhn Estive.

James Caudaine, Louisa wife, Eliza and Hen-
rietta daupliters.

Francis Gautie, Joanna wife, Isabella, Joanna,
and Francis ¢iz/dren, Joanna Gautie zzece.

John Bouchet, Elza wife. ’

The next hst seems to have fatigued and

34 Car. 11. (1682). .

John Pellisonneau, Anne ¢, Louis and Mar-
garet children.

John Vignault, Eliza 7ife, Anne and Eliza-
children.

Peter Tillon, Anne zife, Susan, Francis and
John, ckildren, Magdalen Bouquet cousia.

Stephen Luzman, Martha wife.

Francis Bridon, Jane-Susan wife, F‘rancié son,
Ehas Valet servant.

Elias Du P'us, Mary wfe, Ehas ]uhn, Mary
and Susan children.

Anthony Le Roy, Eliza wife, John De Pus
5:’{1&‘»%3?’-3}1-1&?1’1.

John Boudin, Esther wife.

James Angelier, Joanna ewife.

Anne Baurru. i

Elias Mauze, Eliza wife, Margaret and Elias
children.

Peter Videau.

Francis Vincent, Anne wife, Anne and Franms
chtidren.

John Hain.

James Targett.

Peter Monier.

John Gerbner.

Matelin Alart,

astounded the official numerator, as the Index

mforms us that at the date thereof the king has granted “ quod Petrus Albin et mﬂlp ford 1%

sint Indigenz.”
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Peter Albin.

John Augnier,

Mathunn Allat, Isabella wife.

Marcy Angelier.

Michael Angelier.

John Angoise, Mary wife, John
and Judith ckildren.

Jacob Angelier.

Daniel Amory.

Charles Auduroy.

Josias Auduroy.

Charles Autain,

Peter Annaut.

Nicholas Aubry.

Lows Auduroy.

John Annaut,

Peter Aubert.

Peter Audeburg, Mary wife, Peter and Stephen
chtldren.

Andrew Amoult.

Abrabham Arnoult.

Mary Anes,

John Astory, Isabella and Mary ckildren.

James Baudry.

Paul Baudry.

Paul Begre.

James Benet.

Peter Bourgnignon and Susan wife.

- James Baquer.

John Bibbant, Margaret wy‘é'.

~ Louis Burchere, Susan wife.

Thomas Benoist, Judith w:fe, Elizabeth, James
and Catherine ckildrern.

John Boullay.

John Dubois.

Paul Dubois.

James Beau-lande.

Isaac Bernard, Magdalen, wuife, Magdalen,
Isaac, Louis, and Peter, ckhildren.

Peter Barbule, Eliza wife, Ehzabeth daughter.

Louis Belliard.

Phihip Barel.

Isaac Blanchard.

Vincent Boitoult.

Peter Bruino.

James Boissonet, Mary, Susan, Louis, -Mari-
anne, and Olympia ciildren.

Stephen Dubare, John soz.

Isaac Buteux, Judicq wife, Judicq daughter.

James Boche.
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IV.——8¢h Marckh, 34 Car. I1. (1682).

Chnistopher Bodvin.

James Barle.

Francis Bridon, Jeanne wife, John and Susan
cAldren,

Peter Baume, Mary Magdalen. wife, Peter and
Nicholas ciildren.

Margaret Baume, sister of the former Peter
Baume,

Stmon Beranger.

‘ames Biet.
Anthnny Biet.
ames Bumet. :

Vement Bourn, Jeanne wife, Mary and Eliza-
beth children.

Jeanne Guery, daughter of said Jeanne Bourn.

James Brehut.

Peter Panderau.

David Bessin,

Isaac Bonouvrier.

Stephen Bon-amy.

John Benoist.

Abraham Basille.

James Bonnel.

Mark-Antony Briet, Susan wife, Mark-Antony
and Claude c¢/Zildren.

Gabriel Bontefoy.

Daniel Brusson, Mary wife.

Theodore Bondvin.

Daniel Blondel

Anthony Bauzan, Margaret wi:fe.

Peter Bonnel, Mary wife, Zachary, Peter,
Gaspar, and Susan cAridren.

James Bournot.

John Bouche, Isabella zezfe.

James Baudevin.

Adnan Bazire,

Francis Biart.

Daniel Brunben.

Abraham Belet.

Bené Barbotin.

John Benoist, Mary wife.

Stephen Bernard.

Peter Boullay.

John Bernard.

James Baudevin.

Mary, widow of James Bonvar, Isaac, James,
and Mary children.

Mary wife of James Barbe, James, Catherine,
and John children.

John Dubarle, Paul, Stephen, and Henry sous.
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Margaret™ widow of Daniel Bourdon, John,
Margaret, Louisa, and Mary chsldren.
Mary Beule,
Mary wife of James Gilbert.
Mary wife of John Bemard.
Annah Brisset virgin.
Magdelaine’ Bonnelle zirgiz.
John Bucaille.
Mary Bournet.
Esther Boumet.
Catherine Bouchet.
]ane Brunier.
Mary Benoitt.
Susan wife of Michael Brunet
Mary wife of John Bouquet, John son.
Jeanne widow of John Barber,
Gerarde widow of Louis Baudne,
Catherine Bos.
Mary Bouchett virgizn.
David Boutonnier.
Paul Can.
Claude Casie, Samuel, Susan,
Marianne ciaildren.
Abraham Cambrelan,
chiidren.

Abraham Caron.

Daniel Cajlleau.

Charles Casset, Judicq, Peter and Elizabeth
children,

James Carron.

John Cardon.

John Carpentier, Judicq daughier,

Louis Cassel.

Paul Cellery.

David Cene, Annah daug/hler.

Gideon Charle,

Paul Chappell.

Stephen Chartier, John-Francis son.

John Cheval, Elizabeth zife, Margaret and
Mary c/itidren.

Samuel Cheval.

Abraham Vincent Chartier, James brot/er.

Jeanne Carlier.

Annah wife of John Carlier.

John Combe.

John Chaboussan, Mary, Jane, Louisa, and
_John ckildren.

Francis Chesneau.

Isabella Chatain. -

John Chapet, Hester wife.

Daniel Cheseau.

Samuel Challe.

Peter, and

Mary and Stephen

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

Matthew Chabrol.

Francis Chouy.

Laurence Chemonon.

Stephen Camberland, Mary sisfer.

Mary Chovet.

Andrew Cigournai, Charlotte wife, Susan,
Peter, Charlotte, and Andrew ckiddren,
Alexander Cigournai nepheu.

Michael Clement, Mary wife, Mary, John,
Charles, Michael and Abraham ckildren.
James Cﬂurtms Martha wife, Mary, James and

Philip children.

James Collier, Judicq wife.

Henry Cnupé Mary wife, James and Philip
children.

John Colivean,

Francis Coliveau. -

John Colombel. | *

Paul Cozun, Nohemy zeife, Paul and Elizabeth
children.

Pruden Courtet.

Luke Cossart, Luke, Peter, John, and Joanna ~

children.

James Courtet, Jeanne wife, Margaret and
Susan children.

Francis Coste, Jeanne, Marianne, and Margaret
chtldren. -

Henry Colher.

Abmham Cogin, Mary wife, Abraham ser.

Charles Cottiba,

Peter Courtion.

Abraham Cowillart, Hester ww Abraham and
Annah ckildren.

Mary Covillart sister of former Abraham
Covillart.

Louisa wife of Louis Coudain.

Mary Courtois.

Mary wife of John Courcelles.

Louis Crispin.

Thomas Cretes, Annah wife, Annah, Thowmas,
Ferdinand, Francis and John children.

Daniel Cresse

Charles Crespin.

Jeanne Crespin.

Mary Crespin.

Claire Crespin.

Mary Crespin.

John Curoit, Mary wife.

Bartholomew David, Gabrielle wife, -

Samuel Davi, Benée wife, Isaac and Samuel

John Dawvid, Hester w:fe, John son,
sons.
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James David.

Mary David.

Gabrielle David.

Elizabeth David.

Nicholas Daure,

Jonas Daneans, Mary zife.

Nicholas Daure widower.

John Darel, Magdalen w:fe.

Diana Dansay, Susan, Mary and Jane /er
stster 5.

‘Peter Dallain, James son.

Anna wife of Francis Dansay and three
children,

Peter Donnel, Mary wife, John, Samuel and
Peter sons.

Stephen Doussiner, Susan /2, Mary and
Marnianne cAtldren.

Charles Doussiner.

Jeanne Doussiner.

Andrew Dor, Annah wife.

John Dessebues, Mary wife, Mary daughler.

William Desenne, Elizabeth e, William,
John, James, Leonore, Catherine, Elizabeth
and Mary children.

Peter Du Beons, Elizabeth wife.

Henry Durval.

John De Courcelles, Mary, Egideus, and John
chtldren.

John De Hausi.

Peter de la Fond, Peter soz.

Abraham De la Hays, Batesel wife, ]ﬂhn
Nicholas and Bartholomew sozs.

" John Denin,

Stephen Des Fontaine.

Isaac De La Roche.

John Despommare.

- Anthony De la Foreste.

Cornelius Des Champs, Abraham %zs drother.

Michael De Ja Mare.

Peter Demons, Jeanne, Magdalen,
Peter and Annah cii/dren.

John Delgardins.

Peter De la Riverolle.

James Demarais.

Michael Destaches.

Stephen De Mannwille.

Tobias De Maistre.

Abraham De Monterby.

Andrew De Hombeau.

Peter De 1a Bye.

Abraham De Heule.

John Charles De Selincourt.

L

Leah,
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Samuel De Courceille.

John De Cautepye.

Isaac Delhomme.

Isaac Dubois, Margaret wife, Magdalen

daughiter,

Isaac Dubois, Antoinette wife, Isaac, John,
and Alexander sowus.

Paul Dubois.

Charles Dubois, Hester wife.

Isaac De la Fons, Judicq wife.

Anthony Despeiot, Anthony soz.

Isabella Demonte zz7gin,

Magdalen Demonte.

Mary Despere.

Jeanne Dumons.

Catherine De la Cour.

Nicholas Dufay, Catherine wife.

Simon Dufay.

David Dufay.

Mary Dufay.

James Du
daughter,

Peter Du Quesne.

James Duchier,
Anthony sozs.

Amateur Duchier.

James Montier, Judicq wife, James
and Judicq ckildren.

John Dumontier, Annah wéfe, James, Mag-
dalen, Annah, and Isaac ¢izidren.

Stephen Dumeontier, Annah wife.

Abraham Dumontier, Mary wife, Abraham
son.

Hester Du Monte.

Gideon Du Chesne, John, Francis and Mary
chridren.

Quesne, Mary wife, Jeanne

Mary Amold and

wife,

Peter

{ John Du Ru.

Isaac Du Hamel.

James Du Tens.

Stephen Du Cros.

James Du Bre,

Martin Du Permor, Noel, Daniel, Peter, Philip,
John and ]ﬂhn-Thumas so7S,

Louis Du Clou.

Michael Du Brevie, Annah zife.

John Dubare.

Antoinette Dubare.

John Bn. Du Soutoy.

Eustache Du Couldray.

Stephen Durant, Mary wuufe, Stephen, Eliza-
beth, al Annah children.

Abraham Du Thuille.
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Gabriel Durans.
Isaac Dumore.
John Du Puy.

John Du Puy minor.

John Du Hurle, Mary wife, Elizabeth daughter.

Catherine wife of Francis du Pu.

Susan Du Pu.

Claude Equerne.

Abraham Enoe, Catherine, wife, Jeremy and
Annah, children.

John Esquier.

Abraham Foucon.

Pierre Foucon, Annah and Peter ¢hildren.

John Faviere, Hillaire wife.

Michael Francq.

Eliza Ferre.

Charles Faucerre¢au.

John Ferret,

Samuel Ferman.

Louis Fleurisson.

Daniel Flury.

Daniel Flury, Daniel and James sons.

Annah Fourgon,

Mary Fourgon.

Jeanne widow of Charles Fourche, Hester
daughier.

Samuel Furon.

Francis Furon.

Thomas Fourgon.

John Forme, James soz.

Mary Foretier.

Jeanne Fleury.

Tohn Freneau,

Mary wife of John Freneau.

Michael Fraun.

Peter Fromenteau.

John Feuilleteau.

Elizabeth Freneau.

Nicholas Gaution, Susan zeife.

Philip Gautron.

Simon Gaugain, John son.

William Gaugain.

Ezekiel Gaultier.

John Gautier.

John Gaude.

John Gavot.

John Galhard.

John Gaiot. |

Elizabeth widow of James Gabelle.

Francis Gebert. ,
John Gerbier, Susan wife, Susan, Franasca,

and John children.
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Louis Gervaise,

Peter Gillois.

Isaac Gillois.

James Gilbert.

Peter Girard, Magdalen z:fe, Judicy daﬂg}ztar

John Girard, Susan wz/e.

Robert Gﬂdefroy

Catherine Godefroy.

Francis Godeau, Anna wife.

Jacques Gorion.

Renatus Goulle.

‘Francis Gabelle.

John Goron.

Jeremy Gourdin, Jefemy, ]a.mes Magdalen,
Mary, Charlotte and Lomsa. children.

John Gobert.

John Gouffe.

Jeanne widow of Henry Gobs.

‘Louis Groleau.

Peter Grossin,

Adam Gruider, John, Peter, Mary, and Anna,
children.

Paul Grimault.

James Gravelle, Mary Magdalen and Mary
Jane children.

Claude Grunpet and three children.

Nicholas Grunpet.

Justin Grunpet.

Austin Grunpet, Sarah wi/e.

Mary widow of James Gribelin, Sarah, Mary,
and Jeanne children.

Simon Gribelin.

Augustus Grasset.

Mary Grassett.

Elizabeth Griet.

John Guilleaume.

Joseph Guillon.

Paul Guillard.

Stephen Guillard.

Simeon Guernn.

William Ghiselin, Margaret wy‘f

John Ghiselin, Mary wife.

Nicholas Ghiselin,

Peter Hesne, Annah wife, Peter, Rachel,
Maranne and Mary ¢iildren.

William Heron, Catherine wzfe.

Peter Hebert, Rachel wife, Mayy, Mananne _
and Judicq d’auwﬁfm

Stephen Hebert.

John Hammel, Mary wife.

John Hibon, Mary wwigfe, Mark and John

SOMS.
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Henry Hesse, Mary wife. : .
Solomon Hesse,
Nicholas Heude, Laurans and Francis sous.
James Houreau.
Peter Hervot.
Peter Hellot.
John Henault.
Noel Houssay, Mary wzfz, Noel son.
Daniel Huet, Mary wife, Mary daughter. *
Matthew Huel.
Abraham Huet. _.
Daniel Huger, Jeanne wife.
Isaac Hayes.
Peter Horion, John Zis drother.
Samuel Janse, Samuel, Mary and Isaac
chtldren.
Judicg Janse.
Hester Janse, -
James Janse.
‘John Jerseau.
- Touslaine Jegn, Mary wife, Isaac and Mary
children,
John Ilamber,
daughter,
Jerosme Jouvenel, Francisca wife.
John Jacques.
Charles L.e Chevalier.
Daniel Le Tellier.
Gabriel Le Quien, Catherine wife.
John Lesclure.,
Nicholas Le Febure, Nicholas and Mary
children,
- Francis Le Blon, Mary wzfz, Jeanne and Peter
children, -
Isaac Le Vade,
John Leger, Mary w:fe.
James Lombard.
Elias Ledeux, Martha eife, Elias sor.
Peter Lalon, Magdalen wife, Susan and Mary
children, |
James Lehad.
Paul Le Fabure, Mary wife, Isaac and Hester
children,
Peter LevFebure, Jeanne wife, Peter and John
sOnS.
David Lesturgeon.
Susan Lesturggon.
Francis Lesturgeon. .
David Lesturgeon.
‘Mary Lesturgeon.
Philip Le Clereq.

Elizabeth wife, Elizabeth
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| Noah Levesque, Mary 7ife, Mary-Magdalen

daughiler.

Charles Lefebeure, Jeanne wdfe.

Charles Lasson. :

James Le Roy, Catherine wife, James and
John soz#s.

Peter e Roux.

Stephen Levielle, Magdalen wefe.

John Leriteau,

John Le Noir, Martha eife.

John Laurens, Anne e, Annah and Susan
daughilers.

Michael Le Hueur.

Abraham Le Royer.

John Le Roy.

Peter Ie Maistre.

James Le Moine.

Isaac Le Doux, Mary wwife, James, Louis and
-Magdalen children.

Isaac Le Doux.

Peter Le Castille.

Marino Lefubure, Mary /e, Peter and Mark-
Antony sozs.

John Le Vieux, Jeanne wife.

Ephraim Le Caron.

Francis Lebert.

Henry Limousin. .

Daniel Lucas, Mary, Augustus, James and
Peter children.

Louis I.e Conte, Louis soz.

John Le Cartier, Marianne and Anne chéldren.

John Lambert.

James Iiege.

Peter Le Anglows, Mary wife, Martha, David,
Peter and Mary caiidren.

John Lestrille de la Clide.

John Lewis Le Jeune,

Peter Le Clere, Elizabeth wife, Mary-Eliza-
beth, Marnianne and Anne ciildren.

Peter Legrand.

Nicholas Le Grou.

James Larcher,

Michael Liegg, Magdalene /e, John, Francis,
and James sonus,

Anthony Lesneur.

Ehzabethwidow of Peter Legrand, David, Mary
and Peter children.

John Lavannotte, Susan zzfe, Mary and Isaac
children,

Margaret widow of Peter Ledoux,

Mary Le Mer. |
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Sarah Lespine. -

Hester Lame.

Isabella Faucon.

Magdalen wife of David Lailleau.

Annah widow of Richard Legra,nd

Annah La Postre.

Susan widow of Peter Lefabure, Susan daug/iter.

Francis Le Porte, Annah w:fe.

Abraham Huyas.

Paul Le Creu.

Matthew Le Creu.

Elizabeth wife of Anthony Le Roy.

John Le Page, Renatus soz.

Anthony Le Page.

Isaac Michon, Rahomi wife, Mary, James and
Jacob ¢/ zfdrm

L.onis Merignan, Hester fﬂyff Lous sor.

Nicholas Masly, Susan wife, Abraham, Nicho-
las, James and Anne ciildren.

Anthﬂny Marinville,

‘John Meroist.

Peter Moisau.

James Morion, Catherine zife.

Vincent Maillard, Anne wife.

Philip Mery.

Stephen Maillet,

Renatus -Melun.

Job James Marmot, John-Maximilien and john-
Fames sozs.

John Mullett, Susan wife.

James Montier.

Matthew Montallier.

John Maurin.

Michael Metaire, Michael soz.

Henry Massienne.

Gentien Mariet,

Paul Maigne.

Daniel Mahaut.

Gabriel Morand.

Francis Manvillain,

James Montagu, Louisa wfe.

James Maunier, Mary wife, Mary daughter,

Peter Maintry.

Abraham Michael,

John Marot.

James Moreau.

Denis Melinet, Mary-Magdalen his wi/fe, Anne-
‘Mary-Magdalen 24cir dawughier.

Tohn Martin.

Peter Malpoil.

Tames Moisau, Rachel wife.

John Marandel.
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Bartholomew Morin, Jeremy, Henry, Bartho-
lomew and Susan, ¢&zédrer. -

James Menanteau.

Ezekiel Marseille.

Jansie Manot.

Oliver Martinet.

John Maurice, Margaret daughter.

Bernard Maudre.,

Paul Martin.

Andrew Martinet, Hester wife.

Daniel Ma,rchant, Daniel, Joseph, Mary, Mag-- '

dalen, Hester, Mary Magdalen, Claude,
Leah and Susan cAildren. -
Susan Matte.,
Judicq, wife of John Monnerat.
widow of Isaiah Marchett, Mary and

Isaac children.
Joanna widow of Peter Mathe, Susan dawug#ter. -
Antoinette Martin. .
Hester Moreau. |
Peter Mougine.
Elias Naudin,

chtldren.
Peter Nau.
John Nourtier.
Andrew Nyort.
Claud Nourcy.

Arnauld, Mary and Elas

' Peter Normand.
James Normanide.

Anna widow of Isaac Normanide, Mary and
Elizabeth children.

Elizeah Obert, Mary /e, James, Abraham

and Judith cﬁzldr&rz - -
Germaine Qufrie, Annah wife.
Louis Ouranneau, Mary wife.
John Ouranneau.

| Elye Pere, Elye and Austin sozs.

Daniel Poulveret.
Elizabeth Mary Pavet.
Paul Puech.

Bernard Puxen.
Arnould Pron.

Peter Pron.

Tames Poignet, Anna wife, Marianne daughter. ..
Charles Poupe, Annah zwzfe.
Peter Porch, Frances wife, Mary, Judicq, .

James, NDE] John and Franacis ckildren.
Francis Pousset.

Margaret widow of John Pousset.

Anthony Poitevin, Gabrielle wife, Anne, An-
tlmny and Peter children.

Charles Piqueret, Isaac son.
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Francis Pontitre.

John Piquet, John son.

Anne Piquet.

. Isaac Pinque, Catherine Tﬂé_!fé'

Louis Pellisonneau.

John Pellotier.

Andrew Pellotier,

James Petitolel.

Andrew Puisancour, Charlotte my‘le, Peter and
Annah cZildren. *

Stephen Pesche.

John Pesche.

James Pelet.

Jeanne Petitolel.

Anthony Penault.

Thomas Percey, Susan wi/fe, Susan daughter.

Andrew Pensier,

Abraham Perrault, Magdalen zezfe, Martha,
Hester, Peter, Laurens, Charles, Bertlemy,
Annah, and Theodore ciildren.

Daniel Pilon.

Esaiah Panthin.

Esalah Panthin.

Abraham Panthin,

Peter Paysant.

John Paysant.

John Pantrier.

Peter Papavogn.

John Baptist Paravlenne

John Pau.

James Pagnis.

Mary Pele.

. Jeanne widow of Andrew Perdereau.

Anne Perdereau.

Jeanne Pierrand.

Mary wife of Paul Pigro.

widow of Egidius Pauret Elizabeth and
Mary ckildren.

Philip Pinandeau, ]eanne wife.

Charles Pilon.

Francois Quern.

Daniel Quintard, Lowmsa wife, Mary daughter.

Stephen Quinault, Magdalen wfe, Stephen
and Claud sozns.

James Renault.

Daniel Ravart.

Louis Regnier.

Danzel Regnier.

John Ruel.

David Rollin, Hester w:fe, Martha, Peter and

- Anthony children.

Peter Reberole.
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Hester Rolhn,

John Robert, Annah wife, Anne and Mary
chizldren.

Peter Roussellet.

David Ranel.

John Rammond.

Elizabeth widow of Peter Ra,me, Elizabeth
daugihiter,

Isaac Rainel

John Resse afias Du Chouquet.

Francis Rousseau.

Jacob Rousseau.

John Roussean.

John Roule.

James Roger, Julia wife, Anthony sor.

James Rondart.

James Roger.

Jeanne widow of Gervais Ravel.

John Robert, Catherine /e, Susan, Catherine-
Mary, and Philip children.

David Sarasin.

James Sarasin.

John Saint-Aman, and Vtne-Magdalen daugh-
ter of the said John Saint-Aman.

James Saint-Aman, Margaret wife, Magdalen
Yauoiiter,

Matthew Saint-Aman, Mary wizfe, Mary, Ju-
dith, Rachel, Hester, Abraham,and Matthew
children.

Francis Soureau, Frances wife, Francis, Peter,
and Abraham sons.

Magdalen Shipeau, Magdalen daup/ier.

'| Luke Sene, Judith ziéfz, John, Mary, James,

and Elizabeth chdldren.
Peter Segouret.
John Sieunn.
Renatus Simonneau.
Peter Sibron.
Leonard Souberan.
Noel Solon.
Jeanne Solon.
Samuel Targier, Jeanne wife.
Peter Toullion.
James Taumur.
John Taumur,
John Tavernier.
James Target, Isabella daug&f#

Peter Telhlier,

John Tillon.

Philip Thercot.

Isaac Thuret.

Peter Toutaine, ]udlth wife.
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Peter Totin, Charles Vermalette.
James Torquet. James Visage, Jeanne wife.
Peter Touchart, Catherine wife, Magelin, | Peter Visage.
Elizabeth, Peter, and Margaret cki/dren. John Vignault, jun., Timothy soz.
Michael Tourneur, Mary wife, John-Peter, | Anthony Villotte.
John, and Mary ckildren. Abraham Vivier.
Michael Tourneur. Stephen Vivian, Mary wife, Mary, Elizabeth,
Jacob Trnigau, Margaret wife. and Judicq children.
John Trillet, Elizabeth wwife, Mary-Magdalen | John Vincent, Susan wwife, Livo sorn.
daughter. Joshua Vngnﬂ Judith, Jetel, and ]'ames
John Vermallete, Anne wife. chldrer.
Hector Vattemare. Sana Vannes. :
Joel Vaatille. Mary widow of John Vannes.
samuel Vattelet. Magdalen Veure.
James Vare, Mary /e, Mary, Susan, Anne Sarah Voier.
and Elizabeth c7dren. James Yon, Mary zefe, James son.

Nores.—The surnames in the above list are in alphabetical order, though not strictly so ;
the list 1s alphabetical as to the first letter of each surname, but not as to the first syllable.
The reader will observe the surname “ Cigournai ’—which is probably the name that has in
modern times attained honourable celebrity under the spelling, Sigourney. Mr Burn gives
the names Isaie Segournay and Susanne Guenard his wife (1708), mentioned in the Register
of Riders Court French Church, St. Ann’s, Westminster ; and In connection with the name,
Segournay, he adds a note (p. 153): “ A family of this name settled at Huguenot Fort,
Ozxford (United States) ; and Mrs Sigourney in her Sceries 2 my Native Land notices Andrew
Sigourney, and other Refugees who settled there in 1713.” As to the surname, Bon-amy, the
Historical Register mentions, under the date February 1717, Rev. John Bonamy, Dean of
Guernsey. Michael, son of Michael Metaire, 1s the learned Michael Maittaire (see my vol.
il,, p. 154} ; the name, Michael Maittaire, occurs again in List XXII. As to the name
Bonouvrier, the Gentleman's Magazine of 1738 announces the marriage of Mr Peter Bonouvrier
to “ Widow Elgar with £ 30,000.” -

V.—8¢% March, 34 Car. 1L (1682)
[Individuals naturalized in separate Deeds.]

Sir John Chardin. John James Besnage.

David Mesgret. John Lewis goldsmith.

Lows David. Moses Charas doctor of medicine, Magdalen
Remond Regard watch-maker, wife, Fredenck, Charles, Sampson, Francis,
Peter Villars, Zazlor. Magdalen, Susan, and Mary ckildren. .

Francis L'Egare jeweller, Anne wife, Francis, | Claud Denise, Renata Gatini wife.

f;:Emun, Daniel, James, and Stephen-John, "The following on 8th March.]

Peter Maudou failor, Mary wife. Peter Chauvet. -
Charles Godfrey, perriwig-maker, Mary wife. | Charles Augibant, Mary wg'}%, Charles
Jane Berny, and her son, Samuel David Berny,| Mary-Jane c/ldren.

Feweller. John-Baptist and Peter Rosemond.

VI.—June and fuly, 34 Car. I1. (1682).
[Several short Lists.]

16th June. James Tiphaine, Elizabeth wiéfe, Peter, John-
Esther Chardin. James, John-Paul, Daniel, Charles, and
Philip Guide, Louisa wife, Philip, James,{ Abraham, cZzldren.
Louisa, Anne and Philorée cAildren. James Dailion.
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Daniel Daillon.

John Laure.

Charlotte Brevint.

Stephen Blondeau.

Jeremie Le Pin.

Susan Stanley.

| 28th June.

Isaac Claude minister, and James Chauvet.

Nathaniel Chauvit.

Peter Flournoys.

Daniel Lerpiniere.

Luke de Beaulieu.

Henry Risley, Paul soz.

Sipirito Rubbatti.

Paul Minvielle.

Nicholas Grignon merchant, Margaret Petitot
Ais wwife, Margaret, Mary and Magdalen
thetr children.

Simon Grimault, Mary daug/ter.

Samuel Joly.

Francis Amonnet (of the city of Paris) mer-
chant, Jane Crommelin /Ais wife, Francis,

.| Matthew Amonnet,
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Adrian, Susan, Jane, and Martha #2er
children.

John Bouchet, Esther Le
Clercq, Jane Eleonore de Cherville, Mary
Endelin, and Catherine Malherbe, servants

to the aforesaid Francis Amonnet.
6th July. |
Peter Delapierre alias Peters (of the pansh of
St. George-the-Martyr in the city of Canter-
bury) swurgeon; Katherine, some time the

wife of Michael Delapierre alzas Peters of
the foresaid city, gentleman.

22d July. |
Louis Gervaise, Isaac, Louis, and Mary-Mar-
guarite, cizldren.
John Taillefer, Paul, and Mary-Anne cAz/dren.
Peter Herache, Anne wwife.
Daniel Bernard.
Alexander Damascene.

31st July.
Louis Essart.

Notes.—List V. begins with Sir John Chardin, who was knighted before he was naturalized ;
for his memoir see my vol. il. pp. 144 and 316. Esther Chardin is the first name on Last VL,;
Esther was the Christian name of Lady Chardin ; but whether she be the person named here
I am not informed. Next to her is Philip Guide, probably a relative of Rev. Claude Groteste

De la Mothe.

reading of the known surname, Gervais.

Peter Flournoys is memorialized in my vol. 1. p. 143.
the families of Amonnet and Crommelin is detailed in my chapter xiv.

The alliance between
Gervaise 15 a various

VII.—21 Nov., 34 Car. I1, (1682).

Daniel Grueber, Susan wife, Francis, John,
Henry, Nicholas, Susan, Margaret, and
Frances children.

Philip Le Chenevix.

Magdalene Chenevix.

Louis Bachelier, Anne Auguste wz/e.

Anne Bachelier.

Charlotte Rossinel.

Mary De Camp.

Daniel Remousseaux, Mary wife.
Peter Lernoult.

Damel Le Poulveret.

James Venaus Genays.

James Vabre.

John Olivier.

Peter Ohvier.

Raymond Gaches.

VII1.—18¢k January, 34 Car. I1. (1683, N.8.)

Balthasar De Carron, Susan wife, Constance,
Susan, Mary, Antoinette, and Charlotte
children.

Peter Bernard.

Peter de La Coste.

John Sehut.

Louis Le Vasseur, Anne wifs, James, Louis,

~ Anne, Elizabeth, and Mary cZildren.

Susan Le Noble widow, John, Peter, Henry,
Tames, Mary, Susan, Magdalen, Charlotte,
and Anne children.

Alexander Vievar, Mary wife.

Florence Laniere.

Thomas Le Ferre.

Coelar De Beaulieu deré.
Stephen Le Coste.

Peter Delmas.

John Thuret.

Isaac Thuret. |
Paul Sangé, Antolnette wife.
Peter Lulo.

16 Aug., 35 Car. I1.
James Raillard.
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IX.—2nd fuly, 36 Car. 11. (1684).

Samuel De Paz.

John Pigou, Mary wife, John, Adnan, Mark-|

Antony, Susan, Catherine, and Mary o2/
dren.

Benjamin Grenot.

Rachel Francois.

Peter Triller, Judith w=ife, John-Baptist and
Peter-Paul sons.

Alexander Sasserire, Mary wife, Jane daugh-
ler,

George Guill, Susanna wife, John, Jane, Susan,
and Martha cAildren.

- Anne Lesturgeon.

Mary Veel. |

Stephen Soulart, Mary /e,

Arnold Prou.

Paul Mainvielle Lacoze.

John Du Maistre.

Peter Du Four.

James Le Serrurier.

Peter Le Serrurier.

Paul Chaille.

John Durand. -

Isaac De Lestrnille, Isaac and James sozs.

John Cavalrer.

James Hardy.

Jonas Cognard.

Cornelius Denis.

Theodore Janssen.

Peter Richer,

John Plumier.

Peter Pelenn.

Isaac Jamart.

James Plison.

Oliver Tnbert.

Peter Brisson, Catherine wife,

Peter Tousseaume, Catherine wife, Abraham,
Susan, Mary, Catherine, and Susan-Cathe-
rine cétidren.

Gabriel Rappe. -

Elias More, Elizabeth wife, Elias and Mar-
garet children.

Daniel Torn.

Peter Ferre.

Louis Paissant,

Paul Du Pin, Charlotte zfe.

Francis Hullin.

Romanus Roussell,

Thomas Crochon.

Peter Le Fort, Magdalen wife.

Francis Bureau, Anne wife, Anne, Mary-Anne,
Philip, and Francis c¢ki/dren.

Francis Barbat.

John De la Salle.

David Du Cloux.

Isaac Messieu, Anne wife.

Baul Dherby.

Peter Sauze.

Sarah Moreau, wife of John Rennys.

Yames (raudeneau.

Egidius Gaudeneau.

James Malevaire, Susan 7ifs JacquelmesSusan
daughler.

Magdalen Bonin,

Peter Reverdy, Benoni son.

John Toton, Mary dawug/ter.

Mary Acque, wife of John De Grave.

6th Aug.

Andrew Lortie sacerdos, Mary wife, Andrew,
Mary-Ehzabeth and Mary-Anne ¢iildren.
15th Nov.

Alexander Dalgresse clerk.

NoTes.—As to List IX., George Guill was the father of Jane, wife of Daniel Williams,

D.D. (see my vol. 1., p. 228).
Torin and Fontaine became
America.

Theodore Tannsen became a known name.
connected by marriage. The name€ of Reverdy tdok -root 1n

The families of

X.—z218f January, 36 Car. I1, (1685 N.5.)

Jonas Durand.

James Baisant.

Abraham Tessereau.

john Roy.

Charles Coliner.

James Sartres clerk.

Daniel Barvand, Anne wife, Mary daughter.
Peter Ausmonier.

Isaac Du Bourdieu.

John Du Bourdieu, Margaret e, Peter, Isaac,
Armand, Gabriel, John-Armand, John-Louis,
James and Margaret children.

Claudius Randeau, Anne wife, Mary-Anne
danghiter. |

John Rondeau, Anne wife, Henry son.

Peter Forceville, Mary wife.

John Mobileau. .

| Isaac Des Champs.
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Samuel Curnex, Martha w:fe. Louis De la Faye, Mary wife, Charles son,
Baul Vaillant, Mary-Magdalen zes/e. Theodore Dagar, Mary wife.
Jeremy Maion der#. Francis Lumeau Du Pont derZ,
Isaac Garnier, John, Jonas, Daniel, RPaul and| Michael David and Margaret David.
. Mary 5&3!5?'&*?? John L’Archeveque.
Abraham Torin, | Nicholas Massey, Susan wife, Abraham, Henry,
Isaac La Roche, Anne-wife, Isaac, Daniel,| Nicholas and James sons.
Ciprien, Judith and Catherine czildren. Peter Lambert.
Isaac Du Bois, Margaret wife, Jonas, John| Joachim Falch.
-~ and Alexander sozs. Henry Retz.
John Henry Marion. | Joshua Meochim de I’Amour,
Lh.:.a,beth Seigler and Francis Seigler. *

Notes.—As to List X,, Rev. James Sartres is memorialized in my vol. ii., p. 237. Isaac
Garmnier's family seems to have taken deep root in England. On Christmas day 1868 (the
public prints inform us) “the Very Rev. Dr Garnier, Dean of Winchester, who 1s blind and 1n
his g4th year, recited to the congregation in the cathedral the whole c:f the prayers at the
afternoon service.” Rev. Francis Lumeau Du Pont became French minister of Edinburgh ;
his name 15 mentioned in the register of the city in connection with baptisms; in one entry
he is called Mons. Francis de Pugn; the last French minister there was Peter Lumeau
Du Pont.

With regard to the Du Bourdieu family, named in this list, it is remarkable that neither
Isaac nor John has the designation “clerk” added to his name, In my vol. i, page 222, -
it will be seen that a very aged minister, Isaac Du Bourdieu, a celebrated man, was a refugee
along with his equally celebrated son, John. John had at his death in 1720-an eldest son,
Peter, and another son, Armand, both mentioned 1n his will. The will does not mention the
still more celebrated John-Armand Du Bourdieu, but this may be accounted for by the cir-
- cumstance that in 1701 the Duke of Devonshire patronized him and gave him the Rectory of
 Sawtrey-Moynes, which he held till his death in 1726, The Du Bourdieu family may have
had a lay branch with grandfather, father, and sons beanng the same Christian names as the
clerical one; and, if so, § was mistaken in saying that the clerical branch i1s the one natural-
1zed in the above list~—a mistake, however, which would not invalidate my other statements.

- Having been influenced by comparing the naturalization list with Dr John Du Bourdieu’s
wil], I append a copy of that document :—

“ In the Prerogative Court of Canterbury. Translated out of French., OQuwr Zelp be in the
name of God who made keaven and earth. Amen. John Dubourdien, minister, living in the
panish of St Martin's-in-the-Fields, doth above all things recommend his soul to God, and
desires that his body be buried near that of his father in the Chapel of the Savoy. He gives
£20 sterling to the poor of the said Church, and £20 sterling to the six oldest French
ministers who are assisted or are upon the list of the Royal Bounty. I give to my eldest son
Peter Dubourdieu, Rector of Kirby-over-Carr in Yorkshire, the annuity of £14 per annum of
the year 1706, No. 1769. I give to my son Armand Dubourdieu the annuity of a like sum
of £14 per annum of the year 1706, No. 1770. I give and bequeath to Anne Dubourdieu,
my daughter, who 1s still at Montpellier in France, the other annuity of 1706, No. 1771, which
1§ alsn of £14 per annum, upon condition (and not otherwise) that she shall come here in
England and profess the Protestant religion, willing and intending also that, although she
comes here, she shall not have the power to dispose of the fund but after she shall have lived
here ten years a Protestant ; nor shall she receive anything of the income whilst she shall
continue a Papist either in France or here; but as soon as my administrators shall be con-
vinced that she 1s sincerely a Protestant, they shall dehver her the annuity together with the
income grown due thereon. I give and bequeath to my daughter Elizabeth, who is stjll at
Montpellier 1n France, the annuity of 1704 upon the 3700 excise, but upon this express con-
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dition (and not otherwise) that she shall come here in England, to abjure the Popish rehgion
and profess the Protestant religion. And whereas the said Elizabeth is married and hath
children, I will and intend that in case any of them, in default of their mother, shall come in
this country and live here professing the Protestant religion, my executors shall apply the
income of the sald annuity for adding to their maintenance or for putting them apprentice,

and that they shall not have the power of disposing of the fund but after they shall have
attained the age of five-and-twenty years. And in case my daughter Anne, or lawful child or
children born of her body, shall not come out of France within ten years after my decease,
then I give and bequeath to Peter Dubourdieu, my son, the annuity of £14 per annum of
1706, No. 1771. And in case my daughter Elizabeth or any of her children shall not come
out of France within ten years after my death, I give and bequeath to Armand Dubourdieu,
my son, the annuity of 1704 of £14 per annum upon the 3700 excise, and all the income
grown due thereon till that time. I give and bequeath to my grandson John Dubourdieu,.
son of Armand, all my books and all my papers, which shall not be delivered him till he
shall be a minister, and in case he should embrace another profession, 1 give them to the first
of my grandsons who shall be a minister. And whereas I have still an annuity for thirty-two
years of the year 1710, No. 620, of £13 105, per annum, and also some Lottery Orders which
may amount to £120, besides my silver-plate and all my household goods, I will that after
payment of my Iegacles for charity, the whole, together with the money I may have at the
time of my death, shall be equally divided between John Du Bourdieu [Prevenau], son of
Armand Pigné Prevenau and the eldest daughter of my son Peter.”

X1.—4t% Apﬂ! 15t fa. 11. (1685.)
Solomon Fﬂubbert Magdalene w:fe, Henry| James Du Fan.

and Peter sons. Thomas Guenault.
Peter Lorrain. John Aurol.
Judith Foubbert wife of Nicolas Durrell. John Chotard.
Evert Jolivet, Isaac Caillabueuf.
John Henry Lussan. Noah Royer.
Peter Azire, Susan wife. Isaac Bertran.
Louis Gaston, Peter, Tenney-Guy and Sarah| David Raymondon.
children. Simon Testefolle, Elizabeth wife, Mary Claude,
Richard le Bas. and Simon f,&zfdrm ,
Nicolas Guerin. James Sangeon.
Robert Guerin. | Dionysius Helot, Olympia zsfe, Francis and
James le Fort. . John sons.
Philip Collon. Samuel Masse, and Samuel son.
John Pluet. John Cailloue,
Michael Cadet. Dantel Yon.
John Castaing. Daniel Guy.

Daniel Le Fort.
Stephen Mayen.
Philip Rose.
Reuben La Mude.
Peter Martin.
Isaac Le Fort.
Peter Daval,
Peter Caretron.
Charles Piozet.
James Gardien.
Isaac Gomart (clerk).

Abraham Faulcon (clerk).

Gabriel Guy.
Simon Rolain,
Thomas Quarante.
John De la Fuye.
Susan De la Fuye.
Josias Darill.
James Ouvri.

Abel Raveau.
Gideon Mobileau.
John Gueyle.
John Baptist Estivall.
John De Caux.
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Elias Bonin.
Philip Guillandeau.
Paul Baignoux.
Francis Sartors.
John Biilonart.
John La Vie.
Anthony Chauvin.
James Peneth, Isabella ze:fe, David, Antoinette,
Catherine, Margaret, Anne, and Isabella
children. -

41

John Du Charol, (clerk) and Jane zife.

Michael Mercier, Margaret wife, Dantel son.

Peter Fauconnier, and Magdalene wvife.

Louis Pasquereau, Magdalene zwife, Louis,
Peter, and Isaac sons.

Willlam Charpenelle, Susan wiéfe, Renatus,
Margaret, Helen and Jane cAe/dren.

Samuel Ravenel.

Ann Joiry.

Louts Le Clere and Mary wizfe

Nozge.—From James Quvr descends the English family of Quvry.
X1L——zo0t2 March, 2d Ja. 11. (1686 N.S.)

Stephen Pigou.

Anthony Holzafell, Mary /e, Anthony sor.

Anthony Sabaties.

Alexander Theree Castagnier.

Abraham Cardes.

Bartholomew Pelissary.

Charles Hayrault, Susan zzfe, Susan and Mary
children

Cephas Tutet, Margaret wife, Mark-Cephas
SO,

John Redoutet.

David Favre.

David Minuel.

David Garrie.

‘Daniel Pillart.

. Daniel Aveline.

Daniel Perdreau.

- Daniel Lafite.

Daniel Rose.

. Stephen Seigneuret, Elizabeth zvife.

Stephen Die Port.

Stephen Journeau.

Stephen Brigault, Jane wwife, Stephen son.

Stephen Ayrault, Mary wife.

Stephen Delancey.

Elias Gourbiel.

Angelica Diband.

Esther Dumoulin.

~ Elias Nezereaux,

Ehas Boudinot, Peter, Elias, John and Mary

- children.

Francis Mariette, Elizabeth wife, Francis,
James, Claud, Elizabeth and Louisa
chtidren.

Girrardot Duperon:

Henry Bruneau,

James Pigou.

John Lambert.

John Sauvage.

John Paucier, Elizabeth wife.

JTohn Bourges.

John Girardot.

John Barbot.

John Plastter.

John Gendron.

John Hanet.

Isaac Courallet.

James Gendrault,

James Lievrard, Martha zczfe, Susan and Mary
Schildren.

Julia Pelissary.

Jonas Mervilleau.

Johnt Noguier.

Joshua Noguier.

Jane Le Roux.

James Seheult.

John Sarazin. _

John Hervé, Anne wife, Jobn and Sarah
chtldren. |

John Gallais, Mary wi/e.

John Paul Sausoin, Francis, Mary-Anne, and
Judith chiidren.

Louts Soullard.

Louis Boucher,

Louis Rebecourt, Anne wwife, Susan dawglter.

Moses Lamouche, Esther zcife, Moses, Paul,
Louls, Susan and Anne c¢Aazldren.

Matthew Faure,

Moyse Aviceau, Mary, Elizabeth, Catherine
and Martha cieldren.

Nicholas Pillart.

Peter De Boucxin, Magdalen #«/¢, Peter, Mary,
and Magdalene ckildren. |

{ Peter Trinquand.

Peter Lauze, Dorothy wzfe, Cland, James,
Peter, Susan and Dorothy children.

Peter Albert. .

Peter Le Moleux.
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Peter Jamet, Mary wife, Peter, Mary, and’
Susan ckildren.

Peter Longuevil.

Peter Arnauld, Mary wife, Samuel sozn.

Peter Pacquereau.

Paul Bruneau.

Peter Bidley.

Peter Barayleau.

Peter Durand; Charles sou.

Robert Badenhop.

XIIL.—152% April

Daniel Albert.

Francis Asselin.,

Gabriel Angier.

Jacob Ausol.

James Arnaudin,

Francis Andrieu.

Alart Bellin.

Anthony Boureau.

Adam Bosquetm.

" Daniel Bordere.

Peter Bellin.

John Bourreyan. .

Paul Bussereau.

Oliver Besly.

Peter Boisseaux,

John Baudouin.

Isaac Buor, Aymé wife, Francis son.

Gabriel Buor, Margaret =nfe, Gabriel and

- Israelete children.

Elias Bauhereau,™ Margaret wzfe, Elias, Richard,
Amator, John, Margaret, Claudius and Mag-
dalen children,

Louis Brouart, Aymé wife, Aymée daughter.

Samuel Bourdet.

Anthony Barron.

Isaac Briau {clerk).

René Bertheau (clerk), Martha wy‘e Charles
and Martha ckildren.

James De Brissac {clerk), Rachael w:fe.

Gabriel Bernou.

Peter Burtel.

John Boussac.

David Butel.

Peter Bratelier.

Isaac Bousart, Anne wzfe.

Jane Bernard.

John Barbier, Mary wfe, James, Theodore,
Oliver and Richard sows.

James Benoist.
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Simon Duport, Simon and Susa.n children.
Simon Le Blaus.

Simon Trstan.
Susan Berchere,
solomon Bailly,

Thomas Satur, Jane wife, Isaac, Jonathan, -

Thomas, James, Jane-Sarah, and Jane-Mary
childven.

28th May,
Laurence Renaut.

, 3¢ Fa. 11. (1687).

James Radiffe des Romanes, Perside zozfe,
James, René, Benine, Isabella, Mary and
Gabriel ciiidren,

Daniel Bnianceau, Ehzabeth wife.

Jacob Courtis.

Peter Chastelier, Mary-Susan /e

Abraham Cossard.

Peter Caillard.

Henty Coderk.

Henry Augustus Chastaigner de Cramahé,

Abraham Courson.

Sampson Chasles.

James Chirot, Anne wife, James and Susan
children, .

John Charles.

Moses Charles,

Paul Courand.

John Chaigneau, Mary w7, Peter and Esther
chilaren. |

Elias Cothonneau.

Abraham Carre.

Daniel Chardin.

Michael Chalopin.

Williaim Cromelin,

Matthew Chaigneau, Mary wife, " Matthew,
Peter and Susan ckéidren.

Peter Chardon.

Peter Correges.

Abraham Clary,

Abraham Costat.

John Constantine, Elizabeth e,

John Chevalier, Jane wife, John, Daniel, Peter,
Elizabeth and Judith ¢zidren.

Ehas Dupuy, Elizabeth wwgfe, Michael, Mary,
Daniel, Elizabeth, Elias, Mary- Anne Fran-
cis and Joseph fﬁzldrm

John James Dawid.

Joseph Ducasse.

* Qught to be BOUHEREAU,
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Anne Daval, Mary, Magdalen, Charles and
John Zer children.

Michael De Caux, Esther wife, Judith daughter,

Peter Du Hamel.

Stephen Du Clos.

Louis De Velll

James De Caux, Elizabeth zife, James, Eliza-
beth and Mary ckiidren.

John De Sene, John sox.

James D'Allemagne (clerk).

Peter De Vaux.

Isaac Des Lands.

James Ducasse.

Stephen Dusoul {clerk).

Jacob Demay, Benine wife, Louis, Jacob and |
Jane children. - | +

Paul Douxain, Esther wife, Mary daugiiter.

Samuel Du Bourdieu,

Peter De la Marre.

Abraham Desessars.

James De Bourdeaux, Magdalen wife, Mar-
garet, Magdalen, Judith-Jane, and Judith
children.

Jacob De Hane.

Jacob De Millon.

Louls De Lausat.

James De la Barre.

George Louis Donut.

John Deffray, Catherine 272, John sor.

Paul, Caroline and Mary Du Pin.

Charles D’Herby.

Philip Du Pont (clerk).

Margaret De Louvain.

David, Francis and Peter De la Combe.

Louis Emery.

Paul Emery.

Louis Escoffier.

Peter Fleureau.

Andrew Foucaut. * %

Peter Firminial. |

Benjamin Fanewil.

Anthony Favre. ;

Louis Fleury (clerk), Esther /e, Philip-
“Amaury son, Esther and Mary daughters.

James Fruschart, Catherine @/, James and .
Philip sons.

Philip Ferment.

Stephen Fovace® (clerk).

- Charles Fovace *

- Abraham Le Conte.

-,
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Stephen Faget.

Cagne Fresneau. ~

Anne, Andrew, Elizabeth and Gabrielle Ferre.

William Fret,

James Fouquerell.

Martha Fumeshau, John, Peter, Magdalen
and Judith Zer crildren.

David Godin, Francisca wife, David, Benja-

min, Mary and Martha c4zdren.

Ezekiel Grasrellier.

Laurence Galdy,

Henry Gardies.

Peter Gullet. .® '

Michael Garnier, Mary wife, James, Danicl
and Samuel sons.

Peter Garnier.

Philip Gaugain.

Stephen Guitan,

Nicholas Gaudies.

Stephen Gasherie, Stephen, David and Louis
SOHS, .

Samuel Guignier.

Peter Glona.

Judith Gaschere, John and Stephen sons.

Peter Gueptn, Rachael wife, David, Peter,
John and Abraham chiigren.

René Guibert (clerk).

John Geruy, Anne w:fe.

John Gaudet, Jaquette z:fz, Charles and John
SO,

Charles Gauche,

John Gomar (clerk).

John Gayot, Jane wife.

Moses Guillot.

Philip, Peter and Jane Guesnard.

David Guepin,

John Guepin.

James Goubert.

Peter Gourdin, Mary wife

John Hattanvilie,

| James Herbert.

John Hervieu,

Armand Hardy.

Henry Justel.

Daniel Jamineau.

Claud Jamineau.

Abraham Jamain.

Louis Jourdain.

Fleurance Joyay.

Peter Julien de St Julien, Jane wife, Peter,

* Qught probably to be FoUACE.
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Louis, Paul, Aymée, Caroline, Margaret and
Emily c‘fzrz’draﬂ

David Laurﬂde

Denis Lambert.

Jacob Le Febvre.

John Le Lordier.

Oliver Longuet,

Peter Laisne, Anne wwife, Anne and Jane
daughiters.

Moses L.e Croie.

James Liege, Mary w:fe.

John Logquin.

Stephen Leufoes.

Matthew Lafitte,

James and Mary Lambert,

Rachiel Le Plastrier, Catherine and Anne
daughiters.

Charles Le Cene (clerk).

Peter Le Blond.

Andrew and Francis Lauran.

John Lisns,

Vigor Le Cene.

Hilair Lafeur.

Jacob Leguay.

Peter Lalovele.

Stephen Le Moyne,
daughter.

Matthew Le Cerf.

Cxsar Moze.

Peter Mousnter. t

Stephen Mazicq, Sarah wife, Stephen sos.

Gabriel Marbeust, Thomas, Anne and Esther
children.

Abraham Meure, Magdalen wife, Abraham,
Andrew and Daniel sons.

Peter Michon, Catherine wife.

John Metivier.

Stephen Maret, Anne wife.

John James Martin.

Francis Macaire.

James Mell. *

David and Samuel Moteux,

Claud Mazieres.

Adam Maintru.

John Menanteau, John, Damal Jonas, Peter,

Moses, Judith and Mary children.
Peter Mala.carte.

Abraham Martin.

Guy Mesmin, Anne-Mary wife, Guy sor.
Isaac Mazmq

Thomas Michel,

James Moreau.

Esther wife, Esther

FRENCH PRUTESTANT EXILES.

Abel Melier.
Francis Marchant.
James Martell.

James Misson (clerk), Judith w;fﬁ Maximilien,
James-Francis, Henry-Peter and Anne-Mar-
garet chzidren.

Martha Minuel, David, sox.

Elias Nisbet,

Claud Nobillieau, Margaret wife, Dantel,
Henry, Elizabeth and Judith cAédren.

Elias Nezereau, Magdalen wife, Elias and
Jane ciildren.

James Neel.

Nicholas Neel, Mary wife, Mary daugrter.

Nicolas Oursel.

Bartholomew Ogelby.

Daniel Perreau. -

John Paré, Peter, John, Maryand Susan cA#ldren.

Peter Pascal, Mary wife.

James Peletier.

Elias Prioleau (clerk), Jane e, Elias and
Jane children.

David Pringel.

William Pierre, William, David, Gabriel, Mary,
Rachael and Anne ckiddren. '

Elizabeth Play.

Samuel Pariolleau.

Samuel Paquet, Anne wife.

Joseph Paulet.

Martha Peau, Martha, Elizabeth, Mary and
Renatus Zer children. o

Alexander Pepin, Magdalen zife, Paul and
Magdalen chiiédren.

Susan Perdriaux, Elas, Elizabeth, Esther,
Rachel and Mary-Anne /Zer rﬁz[drm

Ceesar Paget.

Gabriel Pepin.

Cxsar Pegorier, Mary wife.

Peter Perdriaux, Elizabeth wife, Peter and
John sons.

Stephen and Hosea Perdnaux.

Clement Paillet, Mary wife, Daniel soz.

Charles Picaunt.

Paul Paillet, Anne wife, Mary daugrter.

Clement Pa,lllet Judith, Mary, Margaret Jane
and Susan his daughiers.

James (Quesnel.

| Stephen Robineau, Judith wéfe, Mary daughier.

Francis Robain,
daughiler.

John Renaudot (clerk), Magdalen wiéfe, John,
Daniel, Julia and Israelita chiddren. .

Hennetta, wife, Esther
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John Riboteau, Magdalen wife, Henry, Mag-
dalen and Mary ckéldren.

Isaac§Rambaud.

_Peter Riolet.

Daniel Ruel.

-. Philip Rouseau.

William Roche.

Peter Rondelet, Joseph sox.

Laurence.Sauvage.

John Sabaties.

John Severtn.

Peter Sanson, Mary wife.

Mary Sterrel.

Matthew Schut.

Gabriel Tahourdin.

" Nicholas Tourton,

Benjamin Tourtelot.

Peter Trinquand.

Daniel Thouvois, Paul sos.

James Trittan, Jane zvéfe.
Anthony Vanderhuist.
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Isaac Vauchie. - |
Peter Videau, Jane and Elizabeth daughters.
John Verger, Gabrelle wife. | '
Francis Vaillant, Jacqueline wi/e, Paul, Francis,
Isaac, Susan and Mary ckildren.
Magdalen Vaucquet.
Henry Vareille.
gth May.
James Delabadie.
Francis Gualtier,
Peter Diharce.
Maria Reed.
18th November.
Gerrard Martin, |
Ursin Allard.
Nicholas Moizy.
Peter Debiily.
Peter Dufresney.
Lawrence IYArreche.
Raymond Rowdey.

Notes.—List XIII., as far as the names dated 15 April, 1s alphabetical. From Elias
Bouhereau has descended the family of Borough (see my vol. ii., pages 140 and 308). Rev.

James D’Allemagne is noticed in my vol. 1., page 336.
memonalised in my vol. il., pages 10, 155, and

Maximilian Misson is largely
314. Some names of noble sound are in this

list, such as Radiffe Des Romanes, Chastaigner de Cramahé, and Julien de St Julien. As to

the faniily of Fleury, see my vol. n., page 275.

The family of Tahourdin is memorialised in

my vol. ii., page 258, and Pasteur Bertheau in my vol. ii,, page 102.
XIV.—s5tk January, 3d ja. I1. (1688, N.8.)

Peter Allix (Clerk), Margarette wife, John,

" Peter and James sons.

Philip Artimot.

~ John Arlandy.,

James Asselin (Clerk). .

Jonas Arnaud, Susan wife, Ehas, Abraham,
Jonas and Jane ¢Zildren.

James Aure.

Louis Assaire.
Mary Aubertin,
Mary Aimée Aubertin.
Isaac Abraham.
Peter Aissailly.
Charles Ardesoife, Jane wife, Peter, John and
" Jane children.
John Barberis, Peter and John-Peter sons.
Peter Baillergeau. |
Paul Boye.
Hosea Belin and Hosea sox.
James Breon.

Anne Burear, Elizabeth and Mary-Anne /er
chridren.

Thomas Bureau and Anne zife.
Gabriel and Peter Boulanger.
George Boyd.

Aaman Bounin.

Peter Billon,

Nicholas Bockquet.

James Augustus Blondell.
Mary Bibal.

Samuel Bousar.

Francis Brinquemand.

John Bernard..

Peter Bernardeau.

John Bruquier.

James Bruquier.

Isaac Bonmot, Daniel, James and Benignus
children.

Frederic Blancart.
Henry Bustin.
Matthew Bustin.
Joseph Bailhou.

Esther Bernou, Gabriel, Mary, Esther and
James fer children. -
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James Barbot.

Peter Bourdet.

John Bourdet.

Stephen Barachin.

Louis Barachin.

Isaac Beaulieu.

Samuel Brusseau.

John Beaufills.

David Bosanquet.

Theophilus Bellanaer.

Elisha Badnett.

George Basmenil (clerk) and Mary wife.

Peter Boycoult, Catherine wifs, Catherine and
Magdalene cZildren.

Abraham  Binet,
daughier,

John Peter Boy,

John Boisdeschesne,

Abraham Chrestien, Mary wifz, Martha and
Magdalene ckildrern.

Peter Chrestien.

Bernard Coudert, Bernard, Benjamin and Jane
children.

David Chasles.

Isaac Couvers and Anne wife.

John Colom, Anne wif, Anthony, John,
Martha and Mary ckildren.

James Callivaux, Jane vwi/e, Charlotte, daughiter.

Arnaud Cazautnech and Jane i

Daniel Chevalier, Susanna #:/%, Daniel and
James sons.

John Baptist Chovard,

Peter Chasgneau,

Samuel Cooke.

Thomas Chauvin, Charlotte zwife, Thomas,
Francis and Catherine cAidren.

ahohn Courtns,
q;mes Crochon. -

Peter Sarah and Esther Chefd’hotel.

Peter Caron. '

Peter Chaseloup.

Paul Charron and Anne wife.

Marquie Calmels.

George Chabot.

Paul De Brissac.

Samuel De la Couldre, Mary w:f2, Judith and
Margarette ciildren.

Jane De Varennes, Peter and Jane Jer children.

Daniel DuCoudray, Magdalene wefe, Daniel son,

Paul De Pront. #

Gabriel De Pont.

* Supposed to

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

James Dioze, -
Abraham and Daniel De Moasre.*

Isaac de Hogbet, Rachel wife, Charles and
Isaac sons. . .

Jostus Du Val.

Petér Du Fau.

Francis Dese, Mary wife, Reynard and Peter
SOy,

John Mendez De Costa.

John De la Haye, John, T homas, Charles,
Moses, Adrian and Peter sons.

James Doublet, Martha wife, David, James
and Mary ciildren.

Peter Daude.

Magdalene ze, Judith! Isaac Delamer.

' John Deconuiq, Catherine and Martha ¢4/2ren.
Isaac and Mary De Mountmayour. -

i John De la Place and Louise wije.

John De Bearlin.

James De Bordet and Mary

James Gideon De Sicqueviile

. Henry le Gay De Bussy.

- Philip De la Loe (clerk).

Abraham Dueno Henriquez. -

' Abraham Duplex, Susan wife, James, Gideon,
George and Susan childr en.

Peter Greve.

Francis Francia.

Mary De la Fuye, Catherine, Elizabeth, Mag-
dalene, Mary, Margaret and Anne children,

Moses De Pommare, Magdalene wife, Moses
and Susan ckildren. .

John Droilhet,

John De Casaliz.

Peter Dumas.

Abraham Dugard and Elizabeth wife.

Gerard De Wicke.

Daniel Delmaitre.

Solomon Eyme.

Denys Felles.

John Fennvill.

Andrew Fanevie.,

Arnaud Frances, Anne wife, Arnaud son.

Renatus Fleury,

Peter Fontaine (c] erk) Susan 7eife, James, Louis,
Benignus, Anne, Susan and Esther childres .

John Fargeon.

Isaac Farly,

Peter Flunsson.
John Fallon,

wife.

(clerk).

Andrew and John Fraigneau.
be De Moivre.
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Daniel Flurian. B

Francis Guerin, Magdalene /e, Francis and
Anne children. -

Nicholas Guerin. ’

Louis Galdy. . |

Paul Gravisset (clerk).

Samuel Georges.

Ehas Guinard.

Henry Guichenet,

Louis Galland and Rachel wife.

Joseph Guicheret.

Clgud Groteste (clerk).

James Garon.

Isaac Garinoz.

Wilham Guillon.

Daniel Goisin.

John Gurzelier.

Andrew Gurzelier.

®eter Goilard.

James Martel Gouland.

Willilam Govy.

John Gravelot and Catherine wife.

Matthew Gelien,

Isaac Hamon.

John Harache.

John Hebert, Elizabeth wife, John, Samuel,
Eliza and Mary children.

Mary and Susan Hardossin.

Moses Herviett, Esther wife, John and Mat-
thew sors. |

Anthony Hulen.

‘Anthony Julien, Jane wife, Anne, Susan, Mary

and Esther ckildren.

"Henry Jourdin.

Lows Jyott, Esther w:fe, Esther and Mary
cRiidren.

Charlotte Justel.

- Andrew Jansen.

Anthony Juliot, Anthony and Abraham sons.

James Jousset,

Mary Joly.

John Lavie.

Anthony L 'heureux.

Stmon-Peter and Mark Laurent.

James Le Blond.

James Lovis and Abraham Zés son.

Esaias Le Bourgeois.

Henry Le Conte.

John and Robert Le Plastrier.

Helen Le Franc de Mazieres.

John Lombard (clerk), Francisca wifz, Daniel
and Philip sons.
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Daniel Le Febure.

Adnan Lermoult.

Peter Le Bas.

John Le Plaistrier, Charlotte w:fs, Abraham
and Jane children.

Francis Lacam (clerk).

Gabriel Le Boytevy.

Benjamin L.e Hommedieu.

Samuel Le Tondu, Anne wife, Magdalene
daughter.

Francis Le Sombre.

Michael Le Tondu, Anne wife, Thomas, Mat-
thew and John sons.

James Garnt Louzada.

John Lenglache, Mary 7/, Mary and Martha
chtidren.

John Peter Laserre,

Ferdinand Mendez.

Saimuel Metayer (clerk).

Philip Martines.

Susan Metayer, Louls, Mary, Anne and Rachel
fer children.

John Marin (clerk), Elizabeth wzfe, Martha and
sSusan children.

Peter Moreau, Francisca wife, Daniel, Eliza-
beth, Mary Anne, and Mary ckildren.

Charles Moreau, Mary Anne ifz, Daniel and
Henretta ciildren. .

Jonas Marchais, Judith wsfe and Isaac soz.

Ambrose and Isaac Minet.

Nicholas Montelz and Magdalen .

Patrick Marion. |

Solomon Monnerian.

Judith and Frances Moret.

Peter Montelz.

Michael Mauze, Michael, John, Peter, and
Isabel /Ais chiidren.

Stephen Mignan.

Isaac Martin.

Peter and Mary Moreau,

Francis Maymal.

Daniel Mussard.

Peter Monhallier de la Salle.

Daniel Mogin and Margaret iz

Rotito Mire.

James Maupetit and Susan wife.

Mary Minuel.

Peter Mercier, Susan wife, Peter, Jane, Susan
and Anne chiidren.

Lewise Marchet and John soz.

Abraham Baruch Henriquez John Nolleau.
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Elias Nezereau, Judith zife, Esther, Judith,
and Helen children.

John Onot. -

Solomon Pages (clerk).

Daniel Payen.

Peter Phellipeau.

John Papin,

Francis Papin.

Aaron Pereira.

Peter Pain and Margaret wife.

David Papin, Anne wwife, David and Susan
children.

James Pelisson.

Adrian Perreat.

Simon Pautuis.

John Prou.

Peter Prat.

Abraham Page.

William Portail, Margaret twzfe, William, Fran-
cis, Hector, Mary and Gabrielle cAiladren.

James Pineau.

James Paistble.

Daniel Paillet.

Moses Palot and Martha wife.

Stephin Peloquin.

Alphonzo Rodriguez,

John la Roche.

John and Peter Renie.

James Roussell.

Peter Esprit Raddisson.

Stephen Ribouleau. ‘

Peter Roy, Susan wife, Elias, John, Daniel
and Susan c/kildrern.

Gabriel Ramoudon.

Paul Rapillart.

Adam Roumie, Anne wife, Adam, James, and
Peter sons.

Louis Rame.

Reymond Rey.

Paul Rey.

Abraham Renaud.

Anthony Rousseau, Elizabeth, Francis and
Onorey /Ais children.

Francis Robert.

. NoTes.—Until the last few names, this list is alphabetical.
the families descended from him, see my vol. i,
of three sons are given, but probably there were two only

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

Samuel Sasportas.

Peter Sanseau.

Peter Seguin and Peter son.

Charles Sonegat.

Stephen Setirin. . :

Matthew Simon, Rachel wife, Matthew soz.

Alexander Siegler.

Francis Saureau, Francisca wife, Abraham,.
Daniel, Peter and James sous.

John Saulnier.

Matthew Savary. |

Stephen Savary, Luke and Maithew Azs sons.

Joshua Soulart and Elizabeth wife.

Paul Senat.

Mary Toulchard.

David Thibault, :

Margaret Ternac, Francis and Anne Aer chil-
aren. y

Tohn Thierry.

Peter Thauvet.

Abraham Tourtelof, James-Thomas, .James-
Moses and John Ais children, -

John Thomas.

Aaron Testas (clerk).

Peter Tousaint.

Peter Vatable. |

Francis Vrigneauet and Jane zife.

Mark Vernous (clerk).

Anthony Vareilles.

John Van levsteran.

Gabriel Verigny.

Francis Vaurigand.

Francis Williamme. -

Mary Yvonnet, John, Samson and Mary /Aer .
children.

Mary Lerpiniere.

James Mougin,

—— Heude.
Francis De Beauheu. .
Susan De Beauheu, Henry and Hennetta

chtidren.

L

26th February.
Esther De la Tour, wife of Henry Lord Eland.

As to the great Dr Allix and
pages 208 and 241. Apparently the names
; the elder son 1s said to have been

named John-Peter. The Bosanquet family and several members of it are memorialised in my vol,

i., pages 244, 291, 292, and 300.
which announces the marriage, on 13

Miss Yvonet, daughter of John Paul V¥vonet, Esq., of Isleworth.

I find the surname
Sept. 1752, of Mr Rushworth of Doctors Commons, to

Yvonet, in the Gentleman’s Magazine,

It appears from the
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Historical Register and Beatson's Index, that this Mr Yvonet was a Commissioner of

Appeal 1n the Excise from 1725 to 1766,
as Le Gay de Bussy,
Munhalller de la Salle and Phellipeau.
OCCur,
Reverend L.ombards.

Paul Colomiez (clerk).
James Amail, Mary wifz.
Peter Amelot,

Magdahn Ardouin.
Frances Alotte.
Peter Asselin.
Louis Bennet, Martha e, ‘Catherine daueh-

ler.

-David Boulanger.
James Borie.

‘llas Brevet (clerk).
Isaac Bonneval.
James Brunet:

As to the Baroness Eland, see my Vol. II., page 227.

Denis Barquenon.
Clement Boehm,
Gideon Benoist.
samuel Banquier.

Andrew Bernon.

Michael Brunet, Mary éosfe, Mary and Cather-i

ine daughiters.
Mark Barbat (clerk).
Samuel Barbat.
Catherine Barbat. "
Anne Bourdon.
Elzabeth Barachin, Peter, Daniel, and John
Aer sons.

John Baille.

Louis Carre, Pergeante wife, Mary and Jane:

daughters.

James Clement, Mary /s, Peter and John
SOnS,

~ James Chabossan.
Moses Cartier,

David Coupé (merchant).

Henry Chabrol.

Samuel Chabrol.

Matthew Chabrol.

John Chaboissan, Catherine ‘wife, John, Peter,
Isaac, Mary, Jane, and Louisa ¢4dldren.

Paul Charles, Susan wife.

Peter Chaigneau.

Catherine Caron,
John Chardavoine, Lsther wife, John, Isaac,!

In this Iist are some names of noble sound, such
Claud Groteste (probably De la Mothe), Hamon, Le Franc de Ma.meres
Several foreign names, which are not French, also

And see page 237 for the

XV.—215¢ March, 4 Ja. 11. (1688 N.s.)

Renatus, and Daniel sons.

John De La Perelle, Esther wife, Thomasset
and Wilham c/éildren.

Gally De Ganiac (clerk).

Barnad Dubignau.

John De Penna ’

Barnabas Delabatt.

Mary and Susan Durle.

Henry Duclos.

John De La Heuse.

Magdalen Dumas.

Paul Du Four, Magdalen #/fe.

Mary Derby.

James Du Fay, Judith wife, Sarah and Judith -
daighters.

Philip Du Fay, Susan zo:fe.

Francis Dansays.

John Espinasse.

John Fauquier.

Francis Fauquier.

Peter Fasure.

Renatus Fleurisson,

Matthew Forit.

Solomon Faulcon.

David Faulcon.

Anthony Guigver.

John Gualtier.

Honoratus Gervais (clerk).

(Gabrel Guaichard.

Thomas Gautier,

John Galineau.

Mary and Margaret Holzafell.

Abraham Hallee, Madaline wife, James son.

Theophilus Tarsan Pauline wife, Mark and
Magdalen children.

Magdalen Laurent, Isabella daugiter.

Michael Le Gros.

Adrian Lernoult.

James Linart.

Charles Le Signiour, Mary 772

Adrian Lofland.

John Landes.

Louis Le Febure, Esther zife, James, Susan,
Mary, and Anne ekild n,

.

G
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Samuel Le Febure.

John Lormier, Madaline #ife, John, Mary, and
Magdalen cAz/dren.

- Guy Le Bon De Bonnevall.

Jacob Lope, Mary wife. *

Nicholas Lunel, Mary /e, Nicholas and Ben-
jamin $o7s.

Jane Montebr, Margaret daugiiiter.

Fortin Moyne.

Peter Moreau, Francis and Peter sons.

Paul Maricq.

Daniel Motet, Louisa wwife, Martha, Lousa,
Jane, Dinah, Francis, Daniel, and Gabriel

- chtldren.
Dorothy Motet.

Isaac Monet.

Gaston Martineau.

Benjamin Masfagnerat.

Phlip Morgas.

James Monbocvil, Susan %, James, John,

- Mary, and Jane ckildren.

Peter Manvillain.

Peter Monet, Catherine wife, Peter son.

James Menil, Mary wife, Thomas, James,
Vincent, Mary, and Elizabeth c4ildren.

Peter Moulong, Elizabeth wife, Andrew,
Elizabeth, and Paul cAiidren,

Peter Novell.

Peter Patot.

James Page, Anne wife, Jane daughter.

Samuel Peres.

Mark Paillet.

John Prevereau, Mary wife, John, Susan,
Moses, Mary, Gaspart, and Sarah ciildren.

Francis Paulmier.

Nicholas Quesnel.

Peter Rogne.

Daniel Rabache.

Peter Rufhat.

FRENCH PEOTESTANT EXILES.

Matthew Renaudin, Charlotte wife, Cha.rlﬂtte,
Matthew, and Esaias children.

Louis Reynaud Anne wife, Louis and Sara.h
children.

Benjamin Reynard, Mary wife.

Peter Rigaud, Louisa wife, Rachael and Susan
daughiters.

i Damiel Roussell.

John Risteau, Maudhin wife, Ma.ry, ]nhn
Isaac, Ehas, Susan, and Margaret ckeldren.

Bamard Smlth

Dantiel Streing, Charlotte wife, Peter, Matthew,
Mary, and Anne ciildren.

Peter Saint Pe.

Stephen Sarazin, |

John Peter Saint-Favet. .

Peter Schrieber.

John James Theronde.

Peter Testas, Mary e, . Peter Ma.tthé‘w
Mary, and ]ane children.

Danitel Taudin.

Elias Tessier, -

Elias Traversier, Peter, James, and John J‘ﬂﬂ.i‘t

Elizabeth Torin.

Thomas Viroot.

Dantel Vautier, Margaret wife, Rachael
daughter. |
John Verger.
Joseph Wildigos. i
August.
Joseph Dulivier,
John, Germaine.
20 Sept.

Gossewinn Smith.
John King,

| Dawvid Cassaw.

George Constantine.
Thomas Lee.
Isabella Wooddeson.

Isaias Bourgeois.

NoTes.—The first person on List XV. is the learned and eccentric Colomies, as to whom
see my Vol. IL., pages 152 and 316. After giving his name, the list of 21st March becomes

an alphabetical one.
Four was treasurer of the French Hospital.

F. LDe La Heuze was tutor of the 2nd Earl of Warrington.

Paul Du

There are several surnames which occur In my

Vol. I1,, such as, Chaigneau (also in other lists), Fauquier, Gervais, Martineau, and Vautier.

1 expect to have something to say regarding Espinasse and Rigaud in this Index-Volume.

As

to the short list dated 20 Sept., it 1s inserted on account of the French aspect of the surname

Bourgeoes.

XVI.—10tk October, ath Ja. 11. (1688.)

Daniel Amiand (clerk).
John and Willlam Amiand.

Isaac Amiand.
Daniel Motte,
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Daniel Andart. | Peter Gualtier.

John Ayland. Francis Gabet.

Isaac Auriol John Peter Gairand.

John Audebert, Magdalene wife, John, Philip, | John James Gaches (clerk).
and Moses, sons. Mary Grateste.

Paul Bussiere. Henry Gaches (clerk).

John Bertrand. | | Rowland, Abraham, and Sampson Gideon.

:John Bouteiller. TLouis Jamin. _

Abraham Bonnell, Mary zife, Samuel, Abra-| Louis Igon, Peter, John, Isaac, Solomon and
ham, Peter, Paul, and Henry sons. Judith Aés chilidren.

Daniel Bryon. Cornelius Johnson,

‘Louis Bongrand. Henry Philip Kugelman.

Lambert Bosch. John King,

Louis Brevet. Elizabeth Le Moteux, Judith and Catherine

‘Elizabeth Chevalier. | her children.

Daniel Chevalier, Susan wifs, James and| Aaron Le Fourgeon, Anne wife, Anne, Frances,
Daniel sons. Anne-Mary, Martha, Magdalen and Susan

- John Cazals. daughiers.

James Coupé. John Loffting.

John Castaing. Daniel Lutra.

Peter Cabibel. Anthony Laurent.

Isaiah Couturier, Jacob and Daniel sous. Jacob Le Blond.

Nicholas Cheneu, John Mallenoe de la Menerdiere.

Matthew Collineau. Gabriel Minvielle.

Valentin Cruger, - Peter Morin and Frances 7/

Abraham Cohen. Paul Merlin.

Dawvid Cashaw. ~ James Mathias.

Stephen Cadroy. Paul Mousnier, Paul and Tames sons.

James and Andrew Dangirard. . Peter Massoneau, John, Louise, Anne-Mary,

Nicholas Du Monthel. Margaret and Susan, ¢kiidren.

Nicholas De La Garene. Barthe Midy.

Peter Languetuit, Catherine zife, Catherine| Louise Maion, John, Hosea, Francis, Mar-

- dawghter, ‘ | garet and Judith Aer children.
Paul Durand. | John Novel (clerk) and Judith z:fe.
Benjamin De Joux™ (clerk), Magdalen 7 fe, Daniel Penigault.
- Oliver and Mary ghidldren. Isaac Poitiers,

John Darticues. | Andrew Pertuison.

Peter Dauche. . John Pastre.

Peter Doron. - ' John Pelser.

Peter De Rideau. . John Poltais.

Peter Dupuy. James Rousecau.

Peter De Vivaris. Leonard Richard.

Isaiah De Walpergen. " David Rowland.

Christian Breda. ' Peter Reynaud, Sarah wife, Peter, Louis,

Margaret Dumas. ‘ Hester and Marque Francisca ckildren,

Francis Estienne, Catherine #ife, Daniel and John Robert.
(Gerson sons.  James Rolas and John soz.

John Farly, Frances wife, and James son. Elas Savoret.

James and David Fresnot. Andrew Stockey.

Anne Fagett, and Stephen her soz. John Stahelun. |

Daniel Fleurnisson and Jane zfe, Peter Tardy, Mary wife, Peter, Hester, and

Jane Gario and Peter Aer son. < Mary children.
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Mary Testas.
James Thomas.
John Tiran.

Anne Van Hattem.
John Van Hattem.

NoTEs.——As to the Rev. Daniel Amiand (or Amyand), see my Vol, IL; page 237.
" in the Patent-Roll ought most probably to have been ¢ Allotte ” (it

surname spelt ¢ Motte
is so printed 1 the

Camden Society Volume of Lists), this List being alphabetical.

FRENCE PROTESTANT EXILES.

John De Clene and Michelle 7ife, John Aus-
tin, Adrian and Cathenne /s catldren,

Samuel Tonn.

Gerard Vandernedon {clerk).

| Andrew Roy.

The
With

regard to the name ¢ Bouteiller,” I observe in the New Annual Register for 1782 the marnage

of ¢ Sir Hyde Parker, captain of the Goliah man-of-war, of 74 guns, to Miss Boutilier, daughter

of J. P. Boutilier, Esq., of Henley.”
Stefielin.

The surname .S7ake/un may have some connection withe

XVIl.—31st January, 1s¢ William and Mary (1690 N. 8.%)

John Mesnard (clerk), Louisa wfe, Mary,
Susan and Peter caz/dren.

Anne Gendrant.

Elias de Bonrepos, Esther wife, Ehas, Alex-
ander, Anne and Margaret cZildren.

~Matthew Hebert, Elizabeth wife, Matthew,
James, and John sons.

Matthew Renaudet, Caroline 7rife, Caroline,
Matthew and Isaiah children,

Peter Gomeou, Esther wife, Nicholas and
Isaac sons.

Anthony Beraud.,

Louis Ginonneau.

Samuel Boutet, Samuel, Adam, James, DPeter
and John sons.

Claud Bruyer.

Sebastian Poitevoin.

Andrew Jaquand, Magdalen vife, John soz,

Peter Bigot, Magdalen wefe, Peter and Mag-
dalen children. |

Timothy Archbaneau.

Stephen La Jaielle.

John Moller.

Thomas Gulry.

Tames Testard, Catherine wife, James and
Anthony sons.

William Barbut,

Hilary Renue.

Daniel David.

Esther Carlat, Catherine /er daughter.

Michael Hubert, Claudine wife.

Isaac Bossis.

" Charles Moreau.

Peter Hogelot.

Peter Hugues.

Louis Testefolle.

Samuel Paquet.

John Roux.

Isaac Bedoe.

John Pineau.

John Dry.

Francis Beuzelin.

Paul Boucher.

Louis Bucher.

Francis Foriner.

Abraham De Fouqueinberques.
Pascal Gualtier. | -
John Girard, Anne wife, Anne daughier.
David Barrau.

Arnaud Parquot,

Elias Neau. |
Andrew Pasquinet, Peter son,
John Machet, Peter and:John sozs.
Nicholas Jamain, Jane wi/e.
Martin de Carbonnel.

Antoinette Mane de la Croze.
Dawvid Preux.

Peter and Margaret Pasquereau.
Paul Lorrain.

James Gastigny,

Francis Bauldevin, Anne wife.
Stephen Poussett, Thomas and Stephen
Moses Moreau.

Peter L'homedin.

William Le Conte.

John Simeon.

John Pelser.

SOMS,

 Peter Jay, Gabriel, John, and Dawvid sens, -

Davierre Baldouin, Mary wefe. |

. Stephen Mouginot, Cathenne e, Stephen,

Paul, and James sons.
James Renaud.

* The first year of William and Mary began 13th February 1689 and ended 12th February 1690, (new style).
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Gabriel Thomas Marbeeuf, Thomas soz.
Peter Stmon.
Theodore de Maimbourg.
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Catherine Laurent,
Magdalen Chenevix.
Louis Seigneuret.

NotEs.—As to Rev. John Mesnard (or Ménard) see my Vol, IL, page 116 ; as to Gastigny,

do., page 178 ; as to Neau, do., page 32.

XVIII.—Naturalizations of single families or persons, 1691 to 1694.

Esther Hervart, widow of Charles De la Tour,
late Marquis de Gouvernet, 16th January

- 1691 (N.8.) |

© Mainhardt Conte de Schonburg and Charles
his son, 25th Aprl 1691. '

Anthony Dicdier, 4th Aprl 1692 (N.S.),

Daniel Oursell, December 1692.

Antoinette Didier, 1oth August 1693.

Frederic William De Roy De la Rochefoucald,
Conte De Marton, Lady Charlotte De Roy
De la Rochefoucald, Lady Henrnetta De
Roy De la Rochefoucald, son and daughters
of the late Conte De Roy, 20th September

1694.

Norks.—The first person.in this list is the Marquise de Gouvernet, mother of Baroness

Eland, as to whom see my Vol. I1., pages 227 and 315.

Next, we have that son of the great

Schomberg, who was created Duke of Leinster, and afterwards succeeded to his father’s
English dukedom, when young Charles became Marquis of Harwich—as to them, see my

Vol. 1., page 112, &c.
memorialized in my Vol, 1L, pp. 118-122.

The Comte De Roye and his refugee son and daughters are largely

XIX.—sth March, 30d Wiliiam and Mary (1691 N.8.).

Philip Le Roy (clerk).
- Joseph Boiste.
Peter Cauchie.
James Cauchie.
Francis Olhver, .
James Martinet, Elizabeth wife.
Isaac Cardel.
James Seigneuret.
Francis Folchier (clerk).
Paul la Boucille (clerk).
Bonaventura Panier.
Peter L.e Breton.
Dawvid Lexpert.
Anthony Pluet.
Matthew Forister.
John Massienne, Anne wife,
Peter Villepontoux, Jane wife, Peter, Mary,
and Jane ckildren.
John Foumnier.
Peter La Coste.
Margaret Denise.
Peter Guenon,
Jacob Bernard.
De 1a Mothe Mirassoz.
Thomas Pierresene.
John Bemard.
Endrew Luy La Grange.
olomon Le Bourgeois, Peter sou.
Peter Chasselon.

Esther Caron.

Philip Verhope. |

Daniel Guichardiere, Anne wife.

Nicholas Tostin.,

Stephen Emery.

Mary Goslin. |

Mary Carolina Havet.

John Besson.

Isaac Charrier.

Eouls Jamain,

James De Bat, Mary wzfe.

Augustus Carre, Mary wife,
riel sozs.

Peter Belin.

Peter Grrard.,

James Chauveau.

James Barbaud.

John Le Saye.

Andrew Retnhold Dolep.

Anne Catherine Goldevin.

John Bonier.

Francis Duprat.

Peter Broha {clerk).

Paul Van Somer.

Joseph Daney,

Stephen Obbema.

Philip Rollos.

Anne Alden, Jean Blancard (son-in-law), Mary
his daughier.

Augustus and Gab-
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Peter De Forges (clerk).

Christian Bauer,

Isaac Cavallie.

Paul La Rivie (clerk).

Isaac Caillobeuf. '
Judith Dergnoult De Pressinville.
Noel Cassart.

Bertrand Cahauc.

Nathaniel Parmenter,

Peter, Thomas and Gabriel Champon.

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES

 Stephen De Borde, Margaret /e
John Dess Essarts. )
Margaret and Mary Dess Essarts,
Peter Hemet. |
Anthony and Peter De Pierrepont.
Susan Renee.

Jane Champion. .
Mary Emet, 1.

Judith De Pierrepont.

Jacques Levi

XX.—15¢%h April, 5th William and Mary (1693 N.S.)

Alexander Sion (clerk).

Peter Lalone (clerk).

Isaac Odry (clerk).

Peter Hamelot (clerk).

Abel Ligomer (clerk).

John Gohier {clerk).

James Gohier (clerk).

Peter Ducros.

John Buschman.

John Beekman.

Lucas Jesnouy.

John Weselhem Sperling.

William Berlemeyer.

John Gaspard Meyer.

Hugo Marinyon.

Michael Garnault.

Peter Garnault.

Louis Peinlon.

Stephen Foulouse.

- Peter De Lisle,

John Bragvier.

- Henry Justel,

Peter Damel, Peter son,

Peter St. Julien De Malecare, Peter and Louis
SONS. |

David Sabbatier,

Peter John Dayvies.

Peter Verdetty, Theodore soz.

Samuel Mar,

John Luquet.

Peter Brochart, Mary w:fe.

James Davy, Dorothy wife.

John Rubher, |

Antoniole Mercier.

Peter Augel.

John Theron.

Peter John Dawid.

Henry Heuser.

Francis Grunpet.

Michael De Neuville.

Daniel Helot.

(abnel Cosson.

Abraham Desmarets. .

John Treville,

Isaac Sanselle. .

Peter De la Touche, Martha s/, Peter, James
and Mark sons.

John Mariette.

John Rapillart.

Isaac Cousin.

Henry Bagnoux.

John Robethon,

Abraham Kemp.

Daniel Duchemein.

Philip Bouquet.

John Alexander Faure,

David Lardeau, Jane wife, David and Anne .
chtldren.

Stephen Thibaut, Esther wif,

Peter Pastureau, Jane wife. -

John Labe, Elizabeth wife.

samuel Binand.

Stephen Rouleau, Mary w:7z.

Francis Basset, Mary-Magdalen wsf, Susan-
Magdalen and Susan ¢kiidren.

James Main, *

John Main.

John Pages.

Benjamin Godfroy.

Andrew Jolin.

Claude Fonnereau.

Louis Faure,

John Le Sage,

Daniel Andart.

John Anthony Roche.

Henry Roche.

Richard Moyne.

John Tadourneau.

Susan Barset.

&

Chnstiana Baver.
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Nicholas De Wael. Abraham Tixier.

Peter Roux. Nicholas Moyne.
John Chadaigne, | | . | John Papin. .
Henry Jourdan. Daniel Marcherallier De Belleveeve.
Adrian Brievinck. Matthew Chouard, Paul and Gabriel sons.
William Best. Josiah Gaillon, Josiah and John sozs.
John Valleay. - James Thomeaur.
Vincent De Lainerie. John Thomeur.
John Audebert, Elizabeth wife, John, Philip{ Peter Thomeur Duport.
and Moses sons, Elias Arnaud, John and Elias sons.
Daniel Fougeron, John sor. | Jeremy Marion.
Peter La Brosse, Ambroses Godfroy Hautkwits,
Andrew Dennis. Jacob Egidius Zinck.
Samuel Du Roussean. John Motteux, John, Anthony, Timothy, Peter,
Gerard Bovey. Judith, Catherine,and Martha Mary Aés child
Nicholas Wilkens. ren.
Cornelius Van Deure. Isaac Charier.
Peter Brun. - Peter Chabet,
John Dubrois. | Denis Chavalier.,
Abraham Dupont. Peter Maurice,
David Knigg. Daniel Cadroy.
William Moyon. Moses Jaqueau.
Isaiah Valleau. | Mary Anne Pryor.
Nicholas Fallet, Peter Fermend.
Thomas Fallet, | David De la Maziere.
George Nicholas Dobertin, Esther Sandham.
Austin Borneman. Isaac De la Haye.

NoOTEs.—As to List XX., I am not informed whether there was a relattonship between Rev,
Abel Ligonier and the great Ligoniers; he must have been of an older generation ; I have
his autograph on the title-page of a copy of L’Estrange’s Colloquies of Erasmus. There are in
- this list several surnames which oceur among the Memoirs in my Vol. IT. : such as (Garnault,
Justel (also in List XHIL), Robethon, Fonnereau, and Motteux. The Gentieman's Magazine

(6th March 17 50), announces the marriage of Peter Motteux of Spittle-fields, Esq., to Miss
West of Bishop's-gate Street.

The chronology of history requires me to Interrupt these lists of adopted #ndigene and l1gel,
in order to glance into the House of Commons of 1694. Until almost recent times the House
sat with closed doors, and the reporting of its transactions and speeches was illegal. Even a
member could not report his own speech ; and if he experimented on the not quite impossible
forbearance of the executive by printing his speech, the public had to take its accuracy upon
trust. It was known that in 1694 a Bill for naturalizing all Protestant strangers had come to
a second reading, but had been dropped. But Sir John Knight, M.P. for Bristol, published an
¢laborate oration, which he represented as having been delivered by himself, off-hand, in his
place in parliament, concluding with the -amendment, “ That the sergeant be commanded o

open the doors, and let us first kick the Bill out of the House, and then Foreigners out of the
kmgdom.” :

... 'This brockure drew forth a reply, entitled :—“ An Answerto the Pretended Speech, said to
~-be spoken off-hand in the House of Commons, by one of the Members for B I, and after-
 wards bumnt by the Common Hangman, according to the order of. the House— London, printed
.. in the year 1694.” ¢ It's very probable,” wrote the pamphleteer, ¢ that if this speech had
. been spoken within as it was printed without doors, that the author had undergone the same
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fate to which he would have condemned the Bill for Naturalizing of Foreign Protestants. . . .
Let him cew and bray and kick, and do what he pleases, it signifies nothing so long as'he
kicks against the pricks, whereof I hope that by this time he humself may be persuaded ;

especially if he consider the dISgraceful exit which the Commons have given to his speech,
and he may thank his stars for having escapéd so well.”

- The foreigners, pelted and bespattered by Sir John, were chiefly the Dutch, "and by
including even the king his words were seditious. There was only one paragraph as to the
French, which I quote :(—

‘“ A Fourth Prefence for this Bill 1s, a want of husbandmen to till the ground. I shall Say
little on this head, but request the honourable person below me to tell me, Of the 40,000
French (which he confesseth are come into England) how many does he knuw that at this
time follow the plough-tail? For it's my firm opinion, that not only the French but any
other nation this Bill shall let in upon us, will never transplant themselves for the benefit |
of gmng to plough. They will contentedly leave the English the sole monopoly of that
slavery.” | -
True to its description [“ The said pretended speech is faithfully repeated, paragraph: by .
paragraph-—the falsehood of its reasoning, and the malice and sedition couched in it, plainly:
demonstrated and confuted”] the pamphlet contains the following answer to that paragraph ——

“ This worthy knight may please to consider, that abundance of those French would be glad
to follow the plough-tail in England, if their Ianguage and other circumstances would but
admit 1t, rather than be in the starving condition that many of them labour under. Such of
them as have been farmers are neither acquainted with our way of manuring, nor have they
stock or credit to procure farms. Most of them have been brought up in another way of
living ; for it’s sufficiently known that the Protestants in France had the greatest part of the
trade and manufactures in the nation. Many of them are gentlemen, officers, and scholars,
and consequently unfit for such an employment ; and our farmers have not commonly so much
respect for the meaner sort of them, as to make use of their service either for pluugh or cart.
And, for such as would come hither to reap the benefit of being naturalized, it's probable that
they miay be persons of better condition than ordinary farmers, and their stucks might be more -
advantageously employed in the kingdom. While at the same time the increase of people
will require an increase of provisions, and by consequence make farming and ploughing both
more frequent and profitable than it is at present.”

We pass on to 1696, and discover in the Patent-Rolls five more lists of naturalized foreigners,
dated from that.year down to the last year of William III.

XX —10th Fuly, 8t Will. 111, (1696).

Peter Brocas De Hﬂndesplams (clerk), John| Loutsa Beauchamp Vareilles. .
s07. Magdalen Olympia Beauchamp.

Moses Pujolas (clerk). John Galissard.

James Guesher (clerk). Berend lLorens.

Charles "Theophilus Mutel (clerk) Thomas Turst.

Richard Wilcens (clerk). Anne Barat.

John Mason (clerk). Elizabeth Barat De Salenave.

Ireneus Crusins (clerk). Alexander La Plaigne.

James Teissoniere D’Ayrolle. Peter Silvestre.

Anthony Cordes, Esther-Magdalen w;ﬁ Petter Gusson.

James Fury. Renatus Grillet, John and Renatus sozs.

Louis Fury. Stephen Rainbaux,

Peter Poincet, Sarah zife, . - Charles Breband.

Henry Albert. Jonah Bonhosteé.

John Bonine, Burchard Poppin.
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John Le Bailli, John soz.

John Molet.

Abraham De Mombray.

Elizabeth Ogilby.

Jacob Couvreur.

James-Barbot, Mary wfe.

Peter Perpmnt Mary Magdalene wife.

Peter Grude, Richard Elijah 475 son.

Elisha Chupin.

John Michel.

Thomas Michel.

Louis De Harne.

Isaac Hoissard.

Daniel Horry, Elizabeth zife.

John Guibal, Esther z:fe.

Anthony Bﬂureau, Jane wife, Jane dawughiter,

John-Le Moyne.

Abraham Labourle.

Peter Gulston.

Peter Horry.

John Hesdon.

Peter La Salle.

Abel Denys.

Christiana Bege.,

John De Raedt.

John Abelain.

James De Pont.

David Christian.

Remier Sbuelen.

Theophilus Guerineau.

Jacob Chretien.

John Lestocart.

David Mortier.

Charles Clan.

John Bernard.

Laurence Loveres.

James Nyna Cruger.

Henry Mazick.

Jaguette Stample.

Daniel Guyon.

John Guyon, .

William Ballaire.

Gerard Sohnms,

Peter Noblet.

Martin Neusrue.

Adam Billop.

John Charron,

Nicholas Charron.

Cornelius Bewkell.

Paul Fenoulhet, Magdalen wife, Elizabeth,
" Mary, James, Francis, and L{'JHIS cheldren,

Isaa{: Le Blond.

H

L John Reyn
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ers.

Gabriel Vanderhumeken.
Peter Dove.

Benjamin Barbaud.

Francis Fox.

Francis Girard, Mary z/fe.

| Gerard Baudertin.

Paul Labelle,

Daniel Bobn,

Benjamin Dariette.

Renatus Rezeau,
Peter sons.

Anthony Puitard.

John Hastier.

James Croze,

Elias Polran.

John Peltrau.

James La Bachelle, Judith zvife, Peter, John,
and Henry sows.

Paul Girard.

Mark Huguetan.

Renatus, Abraham, and

1 Christiana Holl.

John Ermenduiger.

John Matthews.

Louis Guetet.

Benjamin Boulommer,

Peter De Bomville, Elizabeth zife, Renatus;,
Anne, and Elizabeth ciildren.

Peter Tnquet.

Daniel Collet.

Elas Rondeau.

Ehas Derit.

John Beneche.

' John Le Clerk.
. Richard Regnauld.

(suidon Babault.

Alexander Martette, Magdalen /.

Willam Bichot, Mary wwife, James, William,
Peter, David and Mary c/4ddren.

Mary Gilbert.-

Thomasset Catherine Gilbert.

Anne Girardot Du Perrqn.

Samuel Van Huls.

Willilam Van Huls.

Anthony Meure.

Isaac Francis Petit.

Nicholas Lougvigny.

Peter Du Souley.

Isaac Beranger.

-Elizabeth Chalvet.

Martin Eele.
Mary Anne Dornaut.
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Mary Gontier.

Francis Du Plessis.
James Chevalier Knight.
Francis Foulrede.

John De La Tour.
Ehzabeth Beranger.
Ehas Foissin,

John Bourgeon.

Peter, David, and Thomas Carre.
Adam Beaune

Adam Willaume,
John Petineau, Judith wife.

FRENCH PROTESTANT EXILES.

Humphrey and Paul Toiquet.

Stephen Rougeart.

Austin® Courtaud.

Daniel Guesnaud.

Charles Gabrier.

Peter Le Conte, Peter, Josias, and Michael
SOnS, -

Daniel Sandrn.

James Malide.

Joachim Bashfeild.

Andrew Thauvet.

NoTE—As to the surname, ¢ Brocas,”’ see my Vol. I, page 274.
XXI11.—8¢% May, oth Will. 1IL (1697).

Peter Bouhereau.®

Isaac Pinot.

Jacob Du Four.

Paul Quenis,

Abraham Monfort.

. John Anthony Rocher.

Peter Amiot.

John de Bournonwille.
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